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ABSTRACT

The study was conducted to determine how effective cooperating
teachers were in performing their assigned duties during the actual
student teaching period.

The population consisted of University of

North Dakota student teachers who were actively involved in the field
experience during the 1970-1971 academic year.
study was threefold:

The purpose of the

(1) to design an instrument which could be used

for a study of this nature, (2) to determine the effectiveness of
cooperating teachers in all academic areas, and (3) to determine how
effective cooperating teachers were in specific aspects of the student
teaching experience and by academic area.

Pilot Test
The pilot test to design an instrument consisted of modifying
an existing instrument by a panel of judges and by an administration
of the instrument to student teachers during the first semester of the
1970-1971 academic year.

The panel of judges determined that 80 of

the 95 items presented were accepted as items to be used in the study.
Ninety-four student teachers returned the questionnaire and the data
was treated statistically to determine the reliability coefficient of
the instrument.

As a result of the pilot test it was determined that

the instrument had <a content validity factor of .75 and a reliability
coefficient of .9486.
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Research Study
The research population consisted of University of North Dakota
student teachers who were enrolled in the field experience during the
second semester of the 1970-1971 academic year.

A total of 146 student

teachers responded to the 80 item questionnaire which used a 5 point
Likert scale to evaluate the cooperating teacher’s performance on each
item.

The data received provided information on the way in which a

cooperating teacher performed the duties of a cooperating teacher
according to the perception of the student teacher.

Some background

information on the type of student teaching assignment, academic level
and area involved, and other biographical data was also requested.
The questionnaire was divided into 5 parts:

(1) orientation,

(2) observation, (3) actual teaching activities, (4) conferences, and
(5) evaluation.

These 5 parts corresponded to the 5 major aspects of

the student teaching experience.

The cooperating teachers were evalu

ated on each of the 5 separate aspects and according to the overall
test instrument score on all 80 items.
When all cooperating teachers were treated as one group by a
multiple regression technique it was determined that there was no sig
nificant difference between each of the five parts of the instrument
or with the total test.

There was a great amount of variance in terms

of the low scores and the top scores on all parts of the test instru
ment but no significant difference was found.

The range of scores on

the total test (80 items) was 231, with the highest score reported as
394 of a possible 400, and the lowest reported to be 163.

x

Female student teachers generally rated their cooperating teachers
higher than male student teachers.

Elementary level student teachers

similarly rated their cooperating teachers higher than did secondary
level student teachers.

It could he determined from these reported

findings that the elementary level cooperating teachers are perceived
doing a better job than secondary level cooperating teachers.

Likewise

a cooperating teacher who was assigned a female student teacher was per
ceived doing a better job than one who had a male student teacher.

These

reported findings were significant at the .05 level on a two-tailed test
when considered on all the 80 items or total test and on A or the 5
aspects of the student teaching experience.
At the secondary level, when considered by academic preparation
area, no significant differences were found to exist in any of the 5
parts of the student teaching experience or on the total test scores.
Several negative correlations were found to exist in the various aca
demic areas but none were significant.

There were no significant dif

ferences found when the type of student teaching assignment or age
level of the student teachers were treated.

Female cooperating

teachers were generally rated higher than male cooperating teachers
but, again, not significantly higher.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Working with student teachers during the student teaching experi
ence is a complex task.

Admittedly, the quality of the student teaching

experience depends on numerous variables most of which can be controlled
only by the universities and the cooperating schools.

The controls must

be exercised within the framework of the philosophy of the university's
teacher education program.

The literature devoted to student teaching

problems identifies several pertinent questions of continuing concern to
college supervisors, administrators, and cooperating teachers in the pub
lic schools.

These questions are directed toward the solution to the

problem of selecting appropriate cooperating teachers.

They center

around the qualities needed by a cooperating teacher and methods of
determining those qualities.
There is evidence in the literature related to this study that
the amount of success achieved in directing the student teaching program
is directly related to the ways in which the answers to the questions
identified in the literature are found.

Each of the questions directed

toward the solution to the problem of selecting appropriate cooperating
teachers has appeared a number of times in the literature and has been
discussed at great length in innumerable conferences and seminars.

While

the questions continue to arise about the effectiveness of student teach
ing as it exists today, those responsible for the preparation of teachers
1
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view student teaching as the most valuable experience in the professional
development of a prospective member of the teaching profession (Schorling,
1949).
There is a gap between theory and practice, however, in the profes
sional preparation which exists at the student teaching stage of the pro
gram.

The gap oftentimes is the result of the failure by the agent or

agency involved in selecting cooperating teachers to make a wise choice
about the person who plays such a big role in the outcome of the student
teaching experience.

Nevertheless, it cannot always be the agency that

makes the choice that takes the blame, for the literature clearly reveals
a lack of research indicators of cooperating teacher effectiveness.
The apparent lack of research was one reason for conducting this
study.

Along with the lack of available instruments to determine the

effectiveness of the cooperating teacher, the administration is also
confronted by the law of supply and demand of available student teaching
stations.

Student teaching is far more important than a statistical

problem concerning logistics of numbers of students enrolled in student
teaching courses and the number of available stations in which they are
to be placed.
The teaching profession has enough critics at present without
having more added because of the belief that any student teaching sta
tion can be used because, if for no other reason, it exists.

Profes

sionalism in the teaching profession is said by some to be a dying
trait.

The single best source of identifying a professional person,

in the belief of this writer, is in the cooperating teacher’s realm.
A professional teacher is one who performs his assignments in a man
ner which exceeds the expectations of his superiors and peers.

These
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people can be readily identified and although they are not always found
in the role of a cooperating teacher, chances are very high that they
will be.

The professional teacher views his/her position as a training

ground for future teachers and therefore will volunteer to serve in the
capacity of a cooperating teacher.

These people make excellent cooperat

ing teachers because they can provide a healthy learning environment even
before the student teacher arrives.
Several practices have been identified in the literature which,
if used in the student teaching experience, provide an opportunity for
both the student teacher and the cooperating teacher to excel in their
respective tasks.

Activities should be identified which allow a student

teacher to:
1.

broaden his understanding of curriculum practices,

2.

develop professional attitudes toward members of the
teaching profession,

3.

identify his strengths and weaknesses,

4.

develop competencies in planning, developing, and
evaluating effective learning experiences,

5.

develop so that near the end of the term he is able
to assume full teaching responsibility.

The cooperating teacher should provide a means whereby the student
teacher is accepted into the school setting as nearly as possible to
the way in which a new teacher is accepted.

Many suggestions for the

cooperating teacher are provided in the literature.

Most of these

suggestions follow closely the mood of the many items in the instru
ment used in this study.

Some of these suggestions from the litera

ture are that the cooperating teacher:

A
1.

accept the student teacher as a new teacher,

2.

include the student teacher in staff workshops and
staff meetings,

3.

provide opportunities for the student teacher to
observe other classrooms»

A.

invite the student teacher to attend meetings of
professional organizations,

5.

be loyal to other teachers in situations involving the
student teacher so no disrespect or disharmony is
projected,

6.

prepare the students for the arrival of the student
teacher,

7.

have the students accept the student teacher as a teacher,

8.

introduce the student teacher to other faculty members,

9.

outline the responsibility and authority of the student
teacher and cooperating teacher roles,

10.

provide an overall view or wlial he is aCLewpLing Lo
accomplish with the pupils in regard to classwork,
discipline, etc.,

11.

explain the procedures and policies regarding facility use,

12.

explain school policy in regard to school records and
reports,

13.

provide for some early participation in classroom activ
ities by the student teacher,

1A.

provide for a gradual induction into the responsibility of
teaching lessons,

15.

encourage the use of experimentation to a degree,

16.

analyze with the student teacher any situations which lend
themselves to observation,

17.

prepare the student teacher so that he can be left alone
for periods of time to be in control of the class without
supervision,

18.

plan cooperatively for teaching assignments and respon
sibilities,
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19.

review teaching plans prior to the presentation of
them to the class*

20.

encourage initiative by providing needed freedom to
attempt innovative practices and procedures,

21.

hold frequent conferences, both formal and informal
to assess the progress of the student teacher,

22.

provide opportunities for exchange of ideas and
criticism of methods and philosophy,

23.

build on the strengths of the student teacher and
provide constructive criticism for weaknesses ,

24.

encourage a feeling of two-way communication both in
and out of conferences,

25.

always be available for consultations and provide pro
fessional assistance when asked,

26.

accept the student teacher as a person, a teacher, and
as a student.

Statement of the Problem
The preparation of teachers has long been a target of criticism
and the subject of debate both among educators and non-educators alike.
One major portion of the preparation of teachers is that part of the
process wherein prospective teachers serve an internship or field expe
rience in the public school systems under the supervision of cooperating
teachers who have the responsibility of providing a source of leadership
and teaching ability necessary to the success of the student.

These

cooperating teachers are sometimes chosen for their jobs by a selection
committee operating by seemingly virtuous guidelines.

Oftentimes, how

ever, the people chosen for this critical task are ill-prepared for the
job even though they may be excellent classroom teachers.

The guidelines

used are often neither clear nor concise and often do not take into
account the special problems which arise when one individual has to
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work constantly and intimately with another individual.

This was the

thought expressed in the statement by Ruman and Curtis (1959, p. 98):
The underlying factor in the effectiveness of a super
vising teacher is his personal philosophy of life. Upon his
philosophy hinge his values. A supervising teacher must pos
sess a personal philosophy of life which is based upon a
secure, adequate point of view regarding his own worth and
degree of effectiveness as a person. It is necessary for
the supervising teacher to exemplify the importance of strong
personal characteristics in the classroom, in the school, and
in the community. He must effectively . . . assume leader
ship in developing teams and team attitudes as well as pos
sessing the ability to work within a team.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research was threefold:

(1) to develop an

evaluation instrument which could be used as part of the process of
selecting cooperating teachers, (2) to determine what parts of the
student teaching experience are currently receiving adequate attention
and (3) to determine the effectiveness of cooperating teachers in the
University of North Dakota's student teaching program.

The instrument

used was modified to fit the particular needs of this study and sub
jected to statistical treatment by the researcher and examination by
professional educators.
Five main parts of the student teaching experience were identi
fied as important components of a satisfactory field experience.

The

extent to which each of these parts was being performed in the actual
student teaching situation was questioned by the author.

It was the

belief of the author also that unless some attempt was made to provide
assistance in all five areas a cooperating teacher was not doing an
effective job as a cooperating teacher.

Therefore, the instrument was

designed to measure the effectiveness of the cooperating teacher by
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identifying areas of weaknesses and strengths as seen by student teachers
in the following categories:
1.

Orientation to the student teaching position,

2.

Observation of teaching practices,

3.

Actual teaching experiences,

4.

Conferences with cooperating teachers,

5.

Evaluation of experiences.

Need for the Study
An extensive search of the literature on student teaching and
cooperating teachers failed to provide many studies which were designed
to determine the effectiveness of the cooperating teacher in the student
teaching situation.

There were innumerable studies listed which had

been conducted to determine personal qualities which were thought to be
required competencies possessed by prospective cooperating teachers.
The lists of such competencies were nearly endless which by no means
helped to solve the research problem of this study.
A teacher with all of the qualities of a cooperating teacher on
any one of the many lists provided by the literature would still have to
be evaluated on the performance ability as an effective cooperating
teacher.

This task can only be done during the actual student teaching

experience.

The author agreed with other writers that the selection of

competent personnel on the basis of perceived qualities must be done,
but in addition to the initial selection, cooperating teachers must be
able to perform well in this additional role.

8

Procedure
To study the effectiveness of cooperating teachers it was deter
mined that student teachers assigned to the cooperating teachers in the
University of North Dakota student teaching program would be the most
logical source of information.

This source was easy to reach, close to

the subject, of sufficient number to be statistically valid, and reliable
enough for a valid study.

A pilot test was conducted during the first

semester of the 1970-1971 school term which involved student teachers
and college supervisors.

After rigorous statistical treatment to deter

mine reliability and validity of test instrument, the second semester
student teachers were given the instrument for the purpose of gathering
data for the study.
Data were collected from a total of 148 student teachers of a
total population of 237, many of whom either failed to return the ques
tionnaire or did not receive a copy because they were no longer on
campus after having completed a first 8 week block student teaching
assignment.

The instrument consisted of 80 items divided into 5 main

categories.

Each person was instructed to respond to each of the 80

items by observing the cooperating teacher and filling in the most
appropriate response on a 5 point scale.

These 80 items and a sheet

of background information on the type of student teaching situation,
provided a vast amount of material about the cooperating teacher and
his performance in the student teaching relationship.
The data were analyzed according to the descriptive background
information and by the 5 sections of the test.
requested included:

Background information

grade level, sex of cooperating teacher, sex of
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student teacher, age of student teacher, type of student teaching plan,
academic subject area for secondary students, and other related informa
tion (see Appendix D ) .

Data collected from the 80 items were subjected

to statistical treatment to determine means and statistical significance
of differences between each sub group of the population surveyed.

Assumptions
This study was conducted with consideration of the following
assumptions:
1.

Student teachers can be considered able to observe and
judge the behavior of cooperating teachers in classroom
teaching, supervision of student teachers, and other
related activities.

2.

The specific role of the cooperating teacher was as
stated in the definition by this author as defined on
page 5.

3.

The student teacher was the closest person to the cooperat
ing teacher and was also the person who spent the most con
tact time in the classroom with the cooperating teacher and
his class.

4.

The instrument constructed for this study was designed for
the purpose of determining effective behavior of the cooper
ating teacher.

5.

Student teachers were objective and honest in responding to
the items on the instrument.

10

Definition of Terms
Cooperating Teacher;— One who is employed full time in an elemen
tary or secondary school system to instruct children and who is respon
sible for supervising a student teacher.
literature include:

Synonymous terms used in the

critic teacher, supervising teacher, training

teacher and directing teacher.
Student Teacher:— One who is assigned to an elementary or second
ary school classroom to work with and be supervised by a cooperating
teacher as a requirement of a college or university field experience
requirement.
Student Teaching:— That period-of time which is spent in an
<

elementary or secondary school classroom by a student teacher in ful
fillment of the degree requirements for certification purposes; the
period during which he is given teaching responsibilities under the
supervision of a cooperating teacher.
College Supervisor:— A college faculty member who is responsible
for evaluating the student teacher's performance and who visits, con
sults and appraises the student teacher during his student teaching
experience.
Test Instrument:— The opinionnaire administered to the entire
population of student teachers which consisted of 80 statements in 5
major categories.
Sum-Rat:— A computer based statistical program which was used
to determine reliability of the test instrument and which also provided
necessary descriptive information to determine student teachers' reac
tions to their cooperating teachers by various sub group tests.

11

Delimitations
This study used a questionnaire to determine the effectiveness
of cooperating teachers as judged by student teachers.

The delimita

tions for this study were:
1.

The student teacher population consisted of University
of North Dakota students in the College of Education who
were actively involved in student teaching during the
spring semester of the 1970-71 academic year.

2.

Those student teachers who responded to the questionnaire
and who completed all items of the form.

Limitations
The limitations placed on this study were those inherent in a
questionnaire study including:
1.

The length of the questionnaire which included 80 items.

2.

Not all cooperating teacher behavior that can be judged
could be assumed to be included in the questionnaire.

3.

The lack of response by a portion of the population in
returning the questionnaire.

4.

The inability of some respondents to complete the form
properly.

CHAPTER IX

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

A scarcity of research dealing with the cooperating teacher is
easily seen by reading the first research bulletin of the Association for
Student Teaching.

This publication reported on 45 studies in student

teaching experiences for the period of 1940 to 1957.

Only 2 studies

dealt with the cooperating teacher but neither one of them dealt with
the role of the cooperating teacher.

Several other sources reported

the lack of written material concerning the cooperating teachers.
In more recent issues of the Journal of Teacher Education, Ellis
(1965, 1966) compiled a list of Doctoral Studies on the Education of
Teachers and Administrators.

On surveying these issues, it was found

that 189 titles were listed for the 1963-1964 period and 217 were listed
for 1964-1965.
this study.

Of those titles, only one was appropriate for use in

A recent text in the field of student teaching presented a

list of 201 dissertation titles (Johnson and Perry, 1969).

This list

produced 4 sources which could be used in a study of cooperating
teachers' effectiveness.

The periodical indexes, Educational Resources

Information Center (ERIC), and Dissertation Abstracts (DATRIX) were uti
lized for obtaining current research reports up to 1971.

Out of these

sources approximately 20 related works were obtained.
A great wealth of literature was found when the topic of the
importance of student teaching and the problems inherent to student
12
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teaching was surveyed.

A similar wealth existed on the topic of identify

ing teaching and personal qualities for selecting cooperating teachers.
Much has been written about the value of the cooperating teacher
in the student teaching situation.

It is perhaps appropriate here to

review one of the reasons given for this importance.

Schooler (1957,

pp. 8-9) remarked:
When one considers that the student teacher is closely asso
ciated with the cooperating teacher all day in many situations,
for a period of eight weeks or longer, the application of simple
arithmetic will reveal that the number of hours spent in student
teaching is considerably more than is spent in any other course
or with any other teacher in the teacher education program.
Price (1961), discussing the influence of cooperating teachers,
concluded that the correlation between their classroom teaching and that
of their student teachers indicated that student teachers seemed to
adopt many of the techniques and practices of their cooperating teachers.
One would expect that: a great amount of research would be avail
able on the topic because of the expressed feelings toward the value of
student teaching and the critical role played by the cooperating teacher.
Several writers, however, found otherwise:
An examination of the Education Index and Dissertation
Abstracts over the past fifteen to twenty years confirms the
small amount of research dealing with the role and job require
ments of the cooperating teacher. The research that has been
done in this area related chiefly to the role of the elementary
cooperating teacher (Brennfleck, 1968, p. 9).
The lack of research conducted on the cooperating teacher's per
formance is further borne out by Steeves (1952, p. 192) who added:
The characteristics of teachers best qualified to introduce
others into the complexities of teaching would seem to be a sub
ject around which a considerable literature could be located.
On the contrary, the cooperating teacher has been almost com
pletely overlooked as a subject for objective research. Avail
ability of the cooperating teacher and the willingness to accept
student teachers are, apparently, the only determining factors
most frequently employed in their selection.
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The literature reveals that many authors were concerned about the
lack of research on the problems of effective cooperating teaching pro
grams.

Those authors who wrote on the subject believed that the solution
4.

'

'

to the problem did not lie entirely in the selection process for there are
any number of studies relevant to this topic which can provide many excel
lent checklists for selecting appropriate teachers for the job.

Gorman

(1966) suggested the problem may lie in the area of supply and demand.
There are too few student teaching positions under qualified personnel
for the number of student teachers enrolled in classes.

Gorman (1966,

pp. 4-5) further suggested that any attempt to use selective methods
may jeopardize the entire program.

He wrote:

College officials are also concerned that an attempt to use
selective processes might jeopardize the good relationships that
exist between the college and the principals and superintendents
of off-campus student teaching centers. A refusal to accept one
poor cooperating teacher could mean the loss in that school of
several exceptional teachers in other subject matter areas.
Other writers have suggested that a possible solution to the problem
could be to allow student teachers to choose their cooperating teacher
(Swanson & Heimerl, 1951).

They suggested that a more friendly rela

tionship would exist under these circumstances.

"If the practice

teacher chooses the cooperating teacher under whom he wishes to work
beginning relationships should be more friendly" (Swanson & Hiemerl,
1951, p. 296).
Other studies such as that conducted by Brennfleck (1968) attempted to
determine the causes of supervision problems and found student teachers
who had both bad and rewarding experiences.
reported:

Brennfleck (1968, p. 104)
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Other reportings were not incidents but general statements
of the behavior of the cooperating English teacher. Two such
statements were, "Everything my cooperating teacher did was
helpful to me," and "I really cannot say because I never saw
my cooperating teacher after the first day."
McConnell (1960) summarized student opinions of cooperating
teachers into 5 main categories:

(1) the personal influence of the

cooperating teacher, (2) aid and encouragement with initial planning
and teaching efforts, (3) initiation into teaching, (4) assistance in
assuming responsibility for classes, and (5) suggestions for the
improvement of technique, plans, and material.
Trimmer (1961) found that student teachers generally wished to
be left on their own but would like help and encouragement in using
their own ideas.

He also reported that helpfulness was the major

attribute of a cooperating teacher as seen by student teachers.
Dahl (1968) used the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory and
other instruments to measure student teacher attitudinal change during
the student teaching experience.

He reported that significant change

took place during this time but did not attempt to determine the direc
tion of change except in the positiveness of attitude change and the
modeling behavior of student teachers.

Several other researchers used

the MTAI in determining the attitude change of student teachers and the
direction of change.

Coss (1959) and Clarke (1956) concluded that the

MTAI served as a measurement of a student teacher attitude change and
that this change was toward that of the cooperating teacher's attitude.
Lingren (1957) reported that 40 states had no certification
requirements for cooperating teachers.

Only Georgia, Illinois, Indiana,

Kentucky, Louisiana, North Carolina, Oregon, and Rhode Island had some
resemblance of a requirement for cooperating teachers in their schools.

16
While the requirement of cooperating teacher certification was not found
to exist in many states, the importance of the student teaching experience
rated some legal consideration in at least 10 states as reported by Swalls
(1966).

The duties, responsibilities, and salaries of the critic teacher

were discussed along with the relationship and responsibility of the stu
dent teacher to the school and classroom.
Knapp and Hagman (1953) discussed the definition of evaluation in
terms of the cooperating teacher relationship.

It was felt that evalua

tion was more involved and more subjective than measurement and could be
achieved in simple observation techniques.
was clear.

The implication for this study

The evaluation of the cooperating teacher's performance can be

accomplished by a simple observation technique.

The subjectivity of the

student teacher's ratings will provide for more than mere measurement of
the situation.
In line with Knapp and Hagman (1953), Rose (1963, p. 40) suggested
that:

"Teaching is a specific form, or set of forms, of habitualized

behavior.

It is observable, measurable, analyzable, differentiatable,

and modifiable."
To say that teaching is a kind of habitual behavior may be
unacceptable to some, but the crux of the statement for the purposes
of this paper was that teaching behavior is observable, measurable,
and modifiable.

This would imply that changes can be made after the

situation has been evaluated for inequalities and weaknesses.
A new way of looking at the evaluation of the effectiveness of
supervisory situations was suggested by J. Erickson (1969).

He sug

gested that student participation in evaluating schemes should not be
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Ignored.

As a result of a recent study on the topic of evaluation,

J. Erickson (1969, p. 69) stated:
The broad area of instrument development for evaluation
needs study; to a large extent, such instruments now avail
able are drawn from subjective data only. The possibility
of student participation in evaluation (a touchy issue)
should nevertheless not continue to be so Olympianly
ignored.
The use of student evaluation has been the discussion of many
studies, most of which deal with the classroom teacher and his stu
dents (Finch, 1969).

Several studies have been conducted using col

lege students as the population for determining the effectiveness of
faculty teaching in the campus classrooms (Hudelson, 1951).

For the

purposes of this study, it was decided that college seniors would be
a valid and reliable population with which to work.

On the basis of

a need for a large number of respondents, and a reasonably reliable
source of information, student teachers seemed to be the single best
population from which to draw in studies which determine cooperating
teacher effectiveness.

It was for these reasons that student teachers

were chosen as respondents for this study.

A review of the literature

supported the choice of college students as many researchers have
chosen students as their main source of information.

Quaday (1959),

Gorman (1966), Brennfleck (1968), Price (1961), and McConnell (1960)
are but a few who used students in their studies.
Dahl (1968) reported on the survey of research dealing with
student evaluation of teachers and found that most studies seemed
favorable toward the results of evaluations by students.

Gorman

(1966), in his conclusions, stated that he found very little differ
ence between ratings of college supervisors and student teachers and
that a high level of agreement existed between these two groups.
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Ratings by the college supervisors on
cooperating teachers did not discriminate
compared with student teachers' ratings.
of high level of agreement, however, when
compared on the basis of the total scores
(Gorman, 1966, p. 154).

the effectiveness of
on any item, when
There was evidence
these ratings were
on the rating scale

J. Erickson (1969) suggested the use of students.
agreed:

Many others

"As shown in this study, student teachers can describe the

ideal cooperating teacher-student teacher relationship in about the
same manner as college coordinators and their cooperating teachers"
(Bradley, 1966, p. 94).
Also:
When considering the possible choices for observers of the
activities of the cooperating teachers, it was noted that the
student teachers were the best group in terms of Flanagan's
standards. First, they are in a position to make numerous
observations for they serve with a cooperating teacher through
out the student teaching period. Second, the student teachers
are the direct consumers of the services provided by the cooper
ating teachers in the achievement of the general aim of the
cooperating teacher (Farbstein, 1964, p. 71).
and, as early as 1938:
Comments, suggestions, and opinions of former student
teachers may not always be unbiased. For this reason the
technique presented here may be questioned as a desirable
one in evaluating the effectiveness of supervision of stu
dent teachers. Nevertheless, each comment, each suggestion,
and each response on the rating scale indicates a judgment
of one who has experienced a certain kind of supervision.
The products of this experience, it would seem, were in a
very favorable position to contribute to the appraisal of
the process employed in achieving certain goals for directed
teaching (Rugen, 1938, p. 100).
One would find many people who would argue that the teaching
profession has a right and an obligation to be involved in the selec
tion of prospective members of the profession.

The choice of where

these prospective candidates perform their student teaching assign
ments should be the right of the various aspects of professional
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educators including teachers, school administrators and university per
sonnel.

Ezer and Lambert (1966, p. 157) stated this clearly with

respect to the selection of cooperating teachers:

"The teaching pro

fession has both the right and the responsibility to be selective in
choosing candidates to perform the role of the cooperating teachers."
A rather lengthy discussion on the choice of cooperating teacher
as seen by public school personnel was presented by Hicks (1969, p. 154):
Too often, the teacher-training institution has little voice
in the selection of the cooperating teachers, most of whom are
made available by their administrators because they are willing
or available. Often a cooperating teacher is chosen because it
is his turn to have a student teacher, which is considered a
fringe benefit, either because of the stipend or because the
student teacher is regarded as a teacher's aide. The resulting
lack of continuity makes it virtually impossible to develop an
effective and continuing relationship between the cooperating
teacher and the teacher-training institution.
Because the criteria used by administrators in selecting
cooperating teachers are often unrelated to the goals of the
teacher education program, many cooperating teachers are not
committed to the student-teaching experience as a learning
situation in which their role is to work with a student and
to provide the guidance needed to gain insight into good
teaching, while at the same time allowing him the freedom
required to develop his own teaching style. In fact, many
cooperating teachers look upon this experience as an endur
ance test for the student teacher, whereby he is supposed to
learn what it is like to have five classes, four different
preparations, a study hall, and lunchroom duty. Others look
upon it as an opportunity to vacate the classroom altogether.
Still others dump the menial tasks they dislike on the stu
dent teacher, without regard for the fact that these may
inhibit rather than help the development of good teaching.
The discussion by Hicks (1969) was the result of serious study
into the lack of control over selection of cooperating teachers by col
lege personnel.

In this study, involving the public school officials

more directly with the teacher education institution, it was found that
the college staff was given more responsibility for the selection of
cooperating teachers.

The conclusions of the study were:
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The basic aspects of the program were successful, and the
primary objectives were met. Responsibility for the selection
of cooperating teachers was transferred from the schools to
the College, with no evidence of dissatisfaction or bad feel
ing. The cooperating teachers and the College staff developed
a common understanding of the responsibilities of the cooper
ating teacher and of the college supervisor (Hicks, 1969,
p. 157).
Several writers have expressed dissatisfaction with the perform
ance of cooperating teachers generally but none have been as extremely
critical as Milanovich (1966).

Ten criticisms listed in Milanovich's

recent article are presented here and, according to the author, not
necessarily in order of importance.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

They are not good teachers.
They do not assume their responsibility seriously.
They do not observe students.
They lack ability to evaluate teaching performances.
They are not consistent in their expectations of student
teachers.
They are weak in conferencing.
They are unable to assist with lesson planning.
They do not use a team approach.
They become too emotionally involved.
They do not let students save face (Milanovich, 1966, pp.
22-23).
Some researchers have attempted to defend the cooperating

teachers who, according to the authors, are unjustifiably criticized.
Price (1961), in defense of the cooperating teacher stated:
Obviously, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to conduct
a student teaching program without the cooperation of the class
room teachers to assist and advise the neophytes. But to
attribute most of the credit (or blame) for student teachers’
successes or failures to supervising teachers without quan
tifiable evidence seems to be an unwarranted assumption (Price,
1961, p. 471).
Bowers and Scofield (1959) did not criticize the cooperating teachers.
They discussed the possibility that lack of valid and reliable criteria
and the involvement of the administration personnel were additional
reasons for the apparent lack of programs in this area.
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Although necessary if the total effectiveness of the program
is to be judged, an evaluation of the supervision received by stu
dent teachers is often bypassed by those responsible for a total
college program of teacher education. The reasons are apparent.
There are not always reliable and valid criteria on which to base
a satisfactory evaluation; the personal involvement of both college supervisors and supervising teachers in the cooperative
school makes a frank, objective approach very difficult (Bowers
and Scofield, 1959, p. 461).
Jacque (1945) reported that not all teachers were qualified to

assume the responsibilities of a cooperating teacher in any school sys
tem.

As early as 1953, Wiggins (1953) reported instances of student

teachers working with incompetent cooperating teachers which related
that the problem was not recent in nature.

Crosby (1938, p. 175) in a

very early study on high school science cooperating teachers, concluded
that the:
. . . critic is very seldom prepared for his work by any super
visory training. . . . The critic teacher is expected to deter
mine very largely the activities in which the student teacher
is to engage and to give him adequate supervision and assistance.
Many writers felt that cooperating teachers should be evaluated
in order for the student teaching director to more effectively place stu
dents with cooperating teachers of similar temperaments and other char
acteristics.

True (1966) contended that the student teacher should be a

full partner on the team, not just an onlooker.

The student teacher

could not accept his full responsibility if he was not properly matched,
according to Bennie (1966), because a warm, human climate cannot exist if
the 2 people involved in the process are not matched.

Sorenson (1967, p.

177) linked student teacher achievement with compatability and suggested:
A student teacher's grade in practice teaching probably depends
in large part on whether he is well matched or mismatched with his
supervisory teacher on the basis of preferences as to concepts of
the teacher's role, and such personality variables as dependence
versus independence.
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Leslie (1971) conducted a more recent study on matching tech
niques and concluded that matching may certainly be productive if the
right variables are identified.

It is not always possible to select

the right variables, however, for that type of information does not
always fit into neat little packages for manipulatory processes.

Sev

eral studies in the past few years have centered around the changing
attitudes of student teachers to become more in line with the cooper
ating teacher's attitudes.

Included in these are studies by Price

(1961), Johnson (1969), Clarke (1956), and Coss (1959).

Johnson's

study (1969) was conducted to determine change in student teacher
dogmatism as it related to his student teaching

experience.

Eighty

student teachers and cooperating teachers were used to determine if
openminded'ness can change as a result of this experience.

The

results indicated that 53 student teachers changed in the direction
of the cooperating teacher's state.

It was, therefore, concluded

that care be taken when placing student teachers with cooperating
teachers.
Several additional reports on the inadequacy and problems of
the student teaching experience were worthy of note.

The main concern

of most of these was often succinctly stated in selected passages of
the author's work.

It was considered relevant for the purpose of this

study to make mention of a few of these passages.

Such works included

The most ideal cooperating teacher-student teacher relation
ship is one in which the cooperating teacher genuinely accepts
the student teacher as a person in training to become a profes
sional person through experiencing the activities planned for
his professional and personal growth. By contrast, the least
ideal situation is one in which the cooperating teacher exhibits
a feeling of superiority, appears somewhat threatening and hos
tile, and either ignores or rejects the personal feelings of the
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student teacher. Teachers who exhibit these imbalances of con
duct contribute little to the better welfare of the new teacher
since their actions and comments often lead to ridicule, embar
rassment, and belittlement (Bradley, 1966, p. 94).
and Gregory's (1971, p. 182) comment on selecting cooperating teachers:
"The criteria used in selecting supervising teachers appears (sic) to
be based more often on numbers than on quality."

Also Steeve's report

(1952) on the lack of preparation in which he makes mention of Crosby's
study (1938):
The report noted a lack of specific preparation for the
responsibility of supervising student-teachers: "One cannot
help but wonder at the lack of direct preparation for their
work of some of these critic teachers, when forty-four per
cent of them never have had a course of any kind which could
be considered as directly related to the problems of super
vision.
This finding might be dismissed as an isolated instance
except for the other study, reported in 1938 and which came
to the’ identical conclusion. This study, limited to cooper
ating teachers in secondary-school science, concluded flatly
that, "The critic is very seldom prepared for this work by
any supervisory training." Despite this, the investigator
reported that, "Half of the training schools left the critic
teacher free to select the activities of the student-teachers"
(Steeves, 1952, p. 133).
Other studies dealt with poor student teaching conditions:
The enormous contribution of the supervising teacher to
the total program has been established. No one else has the
intimate and continuous contact with the student teacher, or
has more to do with his success or failure. Because of this
importance, more consideration must be given to their appoint
ment. It is unfortunate when students complain about observ
ing poor teaching, receiving inadequate counsel, and encoun
tering personality conflicts. Such defects in supervising
teachers tend not only to frustrate students, but to affect
their entire laboratory experience as well. Those found
blameworthy have little place in a high quality supervisory
program (Wesley, 1966, p. 112).
Along with poor conditions were the inherent risks:
My point here is not that the student teacher will inherit,
adopt, or learn the attitudes and behaviors of such a super
vising teacher in toto. Rather it is that prolonged exposure
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to the performances of an insecure, conforming teacher will
burden the student with a load of internal conflicts and so
affect his interpretations of the role of a teacher as to
inhibit intelligent professional development or postpone it
indefinitely (Kruszynski, 1968, p. 135).

Cooperating Teacher Competencies
The cooperating teacher's skill was not enough in itself to assure
a healthy relationship.

Ezer and Lambert (1966) and Wroblewski (1963),

suggested that the cooperating teacher needed to be able to meet the
needs of the student teacher.

Wroblewski (1963, p. 333) viewed this

from the student's point:
Another qualification of the supervising teacher is the
ability to meet the needs of the student teacher. In order
to meet these needs, he must understand them. He must realize
that the student teacher needs to be accepted by himself, the
pupils, the faculty and administration of the school, the
community-and most of all-the supervising teacher. He needs
recognition as an individual and teacher, self-confidence, and
appreciation which, with direction, will eventually lead to
success. An effective supervising teacher will realize that
the student teacher desires above all a supervising teacher
who will enthusiastically and willingly share in his experi
ences .
Ezer and Lambert (1966, p. 156) wrote:
The problem of supervision is no longer considered to be one
of evaluating and passing along suggestions to the student
teacher. The effective cooperating teacher has to explore care
fully and unhurriedly with the student teacher his feeling toward
his work, and also help him to gain a realistic appraisal of his
relationship with his pupils.
They further stated that the teacher should be a counselor and guide:
In order to perform this role effectively, the cooperating
teacher must not only be a superior instructor of children, but
also must be a skilled guide and counselor.
Several important dimensions of the cooperating teacher's
role have been delineated. It is a role which requires training
and skill, yet a survey of the literature indicates that most
cooperating teachers lack both the background and preparation
for this task; nevertheless, they are actively engaged in this
role. Therefore, a program which prescribes special training
and preparation appears essential (Ezer and Lambert, 1966, p. 157).
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Specific Aspects of the Student Teaching Experience
Many studies (Wolfgramm,

1966,

Long, 1971, Williams, 1966),

reported the use of sections or steps in the student teaching experi
ence, each of significant importance to the successful outcome of the
total experience.

Brennfleck (1968) suggested an orientation period,

an observation period, and the use of conferences in the program for
cooperating English teachers.

Morrison (1962) called the process of

supervising student teachers "coaching."

He listed 4 points or prin

ciples which guide the cooperating teacher in performing his duty
which follow closely the 5 parts of the test instrument of this
study.

Morrison's (1962) points were:

(1) assigning responsibil

ities, (2) giving the student a chance to perform on his own, (3)
observing, and (4) discussing performance and providing guidance.
Quaday (1959) used Guiot's (1941) model of 4 categories or
phases in setting up a relationship between the student teacher and
the cooperating teacher.

The 4 phases as seen by Guiot (1941) were

orientation, observation and participation, conferences, and evalua
tion.

Quaday (1959) expanded the observation and participation phase

into 2 parts, observation, and actual teaching experience which pro
vided the 5 phases which were used in his study.

Because it was that

same study and instrument upon which this study was based, no change
in format was seen necessary especially in light of the survey of the
literature.

A further explanation of the phases used in the study is

presented for purposes of clarification.
Conferences are a necessary part of the student teaching expe\

rience.

The student teaching experience needs to be supported by a

strong conference structure.

It is in this phase of student teaching
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that the student teacher receives the individual guidance from an expe
rienced teacher.

It is through the conference that the student teacher

analyzes his understanding of the relationship between theory and prac
tice.

The conference becomes the testing ground in which the student

teacher organizes, synthesizes, and assimilates the experiences of
student teaching.
Evaluation is an integral part of the student teaching experi
ence.

The evaluative process involves the interaction of the processes

of teaching and learning.

Evaluation is used by those involved as a

guage of the performance of the procedures employed.

The growth and

ability of the student teacher is reflected in a wholesome evaluation
process.

The adequacy of the evaluation process provides direction

for future plans and modification of existing ones.

Evaluation is a

critical requirement to the growth of any teaching or learning situa
tion.
Orientation is considered the first step to any process.
"Getting started" in any new endeavor tends to present some diffi
culties.

The cooperating teacher needs to recognize that if he has

fears of working with a student teacher in his classroom, such fears
are greatly magnified on the part of the student teacher.

It is

also important for the cooperating teacher to remember that even if
every attempt is made to establish the student teacher in the role of
a teacher, he still tends to see himself in the role of a student and
the cooperating teacher in the role of an instructor.

The cooperating

teacher must use the orientation period as a "thawing out" period in
which the roles of the cooperating teacher and the student teacher are
brought more in line with each other.

\

■
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The observation period is a time when the student teacher is able
to observe what practices, methods, techniques and procedures are used in
the actual teaching process.

What he has learned in lecture, on film and

from text now is available firsthand through the cooperating teacher.
Mental and written notes are made on special interests and happenings
for the purpose of experimentation at a later date or discussion during
a conference with the cooperating teacher or college supervisor.

Obser

vation is not limited to the first part of the student teaching experi
ence, it is a continuous process involving all 3 parties:

the cooperat

ing teacher, the pupils, and the student teacher.
Actual teaching experience is the major portion of a student
teaching experience.

The sooner a student teacher is immersed in the

actual teaching process, the more able he is to appreciate the profes
sional background of psychology, sociology, and methodology which made
up the first 3 years of his college life.

Teaching is a living process

and a student teacher who is well prepared accepts this reality with
enthusiasm.

Special consideration must be given to the ill-prepared

student teacher who, with time and gradual exposure to teaching, is
able to make his way along.

This is the part of student teaching

where a strong cooperating teacher is a necessity.

The ability to

decide when a student teacher is ready is no snap decision, for a
poor decision may destroy a potential teacher candidate.

Summary of Related Literature
While a multitude of literature was available on student teach
ing related experiences, a great lack of research was found directly
related to this study.

It was felt that, through the amount of mate

rial which was reviewed, a greater need would be seen for the

additional effort needed to conduct a study in the area of cooperating
teacher effectiveness in the student teaching setting.

The review

showed a need for this type of research and supported the investi
gator's suggestions for conducting such a study.
In the first years of teacher preparation programs, cooperating
teachers demonstrated ways of teaching and were expected to discover
the faults and commendable traits of the student teachers.

Under these

conditions student teaching consisted of practicing or imitating teach
ing that was observed.

The cooperating teacher was primarily respon

sible for telling the student teacher what his strengths and weaknesses
were.

Very few practicing cooperating teachers guided the student

teacher in the same manner.

There were no similar patterns and, there

fore, lack of understanding of the task of preparing teachers became a
serious concern.

In order to assure a student a successful teaching

experience, a program to familiarize the cooperating teacher with the
teacher education program and the major functions of the cooperating
teacher were suggested as minimal standards of preparation to be sought.
The problem of selecting classroom teachers for the supervisory
portion of teacher preparation aligned itself with the concern for ade
quate preparation.

The characteristics of the successful cooperating

teacher needed to be determined and colleges had to be involved in the
selection process.

Not all teachers in a school district were equipped

with experiences and abilities for guiding student teachers.

A number

of studies focused on effective human relations as a necessary quality.
Warm, positive relationships, along with a high level of understanding,
should be reflected in the cooperating teacher's relationship with
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the student teacher.

He should be able to view himself in terms of his

own worth and effectiveness in the role set aside for him.
In his relationships with student teachers, the cooperating
teacher needed to value their opinions and philosophy.

He needed to

accept them as co-workers, to understand their weaknesses, and to be
cooperative, helpful, objective, democratic, and flexible.

Proximity,

availability, and convenience or politics were often used as the basis
for selecting cooperating teachers.

It was suggested that until more

adequate criteria were developed, it seemed best to select those
teachers who held teacher education in high esteem and those who saw
the supervision of student teachers as a professional duty as well as
an opportunity to advance their own growth.

Once established, crite

ria were not to be used as absolutes; they were to be used as suggested
behavior of cooperating teachers within the framework of the student
teaching situation.
The importance of selective procedures for cooperating teachers
was shown in several studies which indicated that student teachers had
a tendency to emulate the attitudes of the cooperating teacher under
whom they worked.
One primary concern when selecting cooperating teachers was the
judicial choice of competent teachers.

Awareness of individual differ

ences of student teachers along with effective means of providing an
objective and constructive critical analysis of performance were impor
tant assets of the cooperating teacher.

Student teachers appeared able

to plan and organize material but were weak in instructional procedures.
The review of the literature indicated that perceived compe
tencies of master teachers and cooperating teachers were closely related.
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Competencies depended upon:

(1) accepting the student teacher as a

teacher, (2) sensitivity to the needs of students, (3) appropriate
ways of evaluating situations to effect positive results, (4) effec
tive teaching using varying methodologies and techniques, (5) the
ability to evaluate student teaching progress, and (6) freedom of
exchange of ideas through conferencing.

CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES

The purpose of this study was threefold:

(1) to develop an

instrument which could be used to determine the effectiveness of
cooperating teachers, (2) to determine, by use of the instrument
developed in this study, the effectiveness of cooperating teachers
in the University of North Dakota’s student teaching program, and
(3) to determine what differences, if any, existed in the manner in
which cooperating teachers performed their duties in the 5 major
areas of the student teaching experience.

These 3 areas were iden

tified as orientation, observation, actual teaching, conferencing
and evaluation.
The performance of the cooperating teacher was evaluated by
student teachers during the student teaching experience using a test
instrument designed for this study.

The design and preparation of

the test instrument resulted from reactions, opinions, and expertise
of professional personnel in teacher education programs at the Uni
versity of North Dakota.

Twenty-five persons were given the initial

test instrument and were asked to determine which statements were
appropriate for use in this study.
This chapter presents an overview of the population used in
the study, a discussion of the preparation of the instrument used in
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the study, procedures followed in conducting the study, and statistical
treatment of data obtained from implementing the study.

Description of the Population
Four separate groups were used in the study for the purpose of
performing the required steps leading to the completion of the study.
The first group consisted of 25 randomly selected college supervisors
and teacher education personnel who were used to determine the validity
of the instrument.

A second group was comprised of 8 university teacher

education personnel who were selected to determine which statements in
the test instrument were negatively stated and which were positive.

The

third group in the study consisted of first semester student teachers
who were enrolled in the student teaching program during the 1970-1971
academic year.

The research population consisted of university of North

Dakota student teachers who were enrolled in the student teaching pro
gram during the second semester of the 1970-1971 academic year.

This

group was used as the population for determining the effectiveness of
cooperating teacher performance.

Preliminary Development of the Instrument
The instrument used in this study was an attitude/questionnaire
type that employed a 5 point Likert scale.

The original instrument was

developed by Dr. John Quaday of the physical education department at the
University of North Dakota as a result of a doctoral study in 1959 and
used with his permission for this study.

The original instrument con

sisted of 100 items which related to the performance of cooperating
teachers in physical education.

The test consisted of 5 main sections

which were retained for the purpose of this study.

Each of the 100
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items was reviewed by this writer and modified wherever necessary to meet
the needs of this study which was concerned with all academic disciplines.
Five items were dropped from the list because they related only to physi
cal education.

As a result of this review, it was determined that 95

items would be submitted to a panel of judges for professional review.
The test instrument had 5 sections corresponding to the 5 aspects
of the student teaching experience.

They were entitled, "Orientation,"

"Observation," "Teaching and Related Activities," "Conferences," and
"Evaluation."

Each section was made up of a varying number of state

ments which related to the cooperating teacher’s performance on that
aspect of the student teaching experience.

The sections and number

of statements for each were:
Orientation

14

Observation

12

Teaching and RelatedActivities

20

Conferences

18

Evaluation

16

A panel of judges consisting of 25randomly selected people who
were involved in teacher education at the University of North Dakota
were given the 95 items and asked to determine their suitability for
the purposes of the study.

A 5 point rating scale was used to deter

mine the suitability of each item.

The scale including the following

ratings:
5

Very suitable

4

Suitable

3

Neutral

2

Unsuitable

1

Very unsuitable
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It was decided that, in order for an item to be retained in the study,
it was necessary that 18 of the 25 judges must rate it 3 or higher which,
in effect, produced a 75 percent acceptance figure for a construct valid
ity.

As a result of this procedure, 15 items were judged to be unsatis

factory and were removed from the list of statements.

The final test

instrument consisted of 80 items with a construct validity factor of .75.

Pilot Test
The modified test instrument, consisting of 95 items, was admin
istered to all student teachers who were enrolled during the first semes
ter of the 1970-1971 academic year.

The test was administered at a large

group meeting of elementary student teachers and administered to the
• secondary student teachers by the college supervisors.
instruments were distributed.

A total of 142

Ninety-four were returned ana were used

to determine the reliability of the test instrument.

It was felt that

this number was sufficient to achieve a reliability coefficient and no
attempt was made to follow up on those not returned.

This population

was used solely as a pilot test population for determining the reli
ability of the test instrument.

The resultant coefficient figure

obtained was .9486.
The 5 point rating scale used in this application of the test
instrument differed from the judges’ rating scale in that the student
teachers were instructed to use "Generally Untrue" and "Definitely
Untrue" as compared to "Unsuitable" and "Very Unsuitable."
ings of 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1 remained the same.

The rat

For purposes of obtain

ing a higher score on a negative item, all items determined to be
negative in nature had the scoring value reversed when the data were
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processed, thus a negative item that received a rating of "Generally
Untrue" actually received a numerical value of 4.
The student teachers were instructed to read the statement and
to respond to the statement according to their judgment of the manner
in which their cooperating teacher performed the respective functions
on the basis of the 5 point rating scale.

For purposes of clarifica

tion, written instructions were enclosed in each packet provided for
student teachers (see Appendix B).

The rating scale was described as

follows:

Definitely
True
(1)

Generally
True
(2)

Neutral
(3)

Generally
Untrue
(4)

Definitely
Untrue
(5)

If the statement describes the performance of your cooperating
teacher especially well, check 1 "Definitely True."

If the

statement describes the performance of your cooperating teacher
on the whole or most of the time, check 2 "Generally True."

If

the statement does not describe the performance of your cooper
ating teacher in any true or false sense, check 3_ "Neutral."
If the statement does not describe the performance of your
cooperating teacher, if it is untrue on the whole or most of
the time, check 4 "Generally Untrue."

If the statement

describes performance which is the exact opposite of that of
your cooperating teacher, check .5 "Definitely Untrue."
For the sake of simplicity, it was decided not to weigh the
scales according to their respective scoring for each item, as this
information was necessary only in analyzing the results.

The student

teachers simply put a check mark by the appropriate response for each
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item.

The field test group responded to all 95 items.

Only the 80 items,

identified by the 25 judges as appropriate items, were used when the data
were analyzed, however.
A sheet was provided on which certain background information was
requested.

Items included on this sheet were:

Student Teachers (a) name
(b) age
(c) sex
Level of teaching (elementary or secondary)
Previous teaching experience (if any)
Type of student teaching plan (full semester, 1st block, etc.)
Area of Academic Concentration (Art, Business Education, etc.)
Overall feeling about the student teaching experience (open
ended)

Administration of the Instrument
The method of collecting data from the main population differed
slightly from that of the first semester field test population.

It was

felt that a complete study would be possible only if as many student
teachers as was possible were contacted and instructed to return a com
pleted survey form.

Two hundred-thirty seven packets were distributed

to student teachers, the majority of which were handed out during a
large group meeting of all student teachers at a time when the National
Teacher Examination was being administered.

It was felt that a signifi

cant number of the student teachers who failed to return the forms were
negatively affected by factors related to the National Teacher Examina
tion and, therefore, discarded any material received that day.

A
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follow-up letter was sent 3 weeks after the initial distribution and a
favorable response resulted from that attempt.

Those student teachers

not at the group meeting were mailed packets but many were not returned
because a great many students had departed from the campus after they
had completed a first block teaching assignment.

In all, 148 returns

were received which accounted for approximately a 65 percent return.
Two of the forms returned were not used for data collection purposes
because they were not filled in completely.
The sheet of background information provided in the actual sur
vey packet differed slightly from the pilot test form.

The difference

had no effect on the study because no data were used in the pilot test
utilizing the background information.

The differences were the addi

tion, of a category to determine sex of cooperating teacher and the
addition of music as an academic concentration area which was omitted
on the first form.

A separate response sheet for the 80 items was

used in the final administration to make it more convenient for the
student teacher to respond to the items and to make coding of data
easier.

Statistical Treatment
Construct validity was used as a criterion for determining the
validity of the final instrument.

A panel of 25 persons selected the

most appropriate items of the original 95 provided which resulted in
the deletion of 15 items.

Seventy-five percent of these 25 people

rated the item 3 or higher on a 5 point rating scale.

The construct

validity was determined to be .75 for the purposes of this study under
the described conditions.
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Each of the 80 items on the final test instrument was judged by
a panel of 8 persons to be either a negative or positive statement.

Of

the 80 items, 35 were determined to be negative and 45 were determined
to be positive.

The rating scale for each of the negative statements

was reversed for analysis of data to report the proper rating of that
item.

A weight of 5 was given to a positive statement which a student

teacher rated as "Definitely True" or a negative statement which was
rated "Definitely Untrue."
The pilot test data were treated by an alpha coefficient reli
ability statistical technique called Sum-Rat.

The locally developed

computer program utilized the split-halves technique and provided the
alpha coefficient accordingly.

A second test was utilized at the dis

cretion of this writer which was prepared by him using a PearsonProduct-Moment Correlation technique.

The 2 separate treatments

yielded almost identical reliability coefficients, which were:
Pearson Product Moment .9491, Sum-Rat .9486.

The Sum-Rat technique

was administered to the second semester or actual study group with
the resultant coefficient of reliability determined to be .9542.
The statistical means of the following portions of the test
data were obtained for analysis from all 146 subjects and also for
all identified sub groups such as age, sex, academic area, etc.,
according to the background information sheet.
Mean (X) for total test (80 items)
Mean (X) for Orientation section (14 items)
Mean (X) for Observation section (12 items)
Mean (X) for Teaching and Related Activities section (20 items)
Mean (X) for Conferences section (18 items)
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Mean (X) for Evaluation section (16 items)
Mean (X) for each individual item
The relative performance of a cooperating teacher group in each academic
area was identified and analyzed.

Similar information was obtained from

the remaining biographical information provided to determine if any weak
nesses were present and what area was thereby affected by these weak
nesses .
Any significant differences which occurred between and within
identified sub-groups were determined and treated by a two-tailed test
of significance at the .05 level by subjecting the data to a multiple
regression technique (STW-MULT).
The analysis of data discussed in Chapter IV was primarily cen
tered around the results of the study in light of the 3 major statements
which comprised the purpose of the study.

These were:

to develop a

test instrument which would be used as a means of evaluating effective
cooperating teacher performance; to determine how effective the cooper
ating teachers in the University of North Dakota student teaching pro
gram were in the performance of their duties according to the judgments
of their respective student teachers and to determine what differences
exist, if any, in the way cooperating teachers from various sub-groups,
such as English or music, perform their functions in relation to the 5
major parts of the student teaching experience as identified in this
study.

CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA

This chapter discusses the analysis of the data obtained from
conducting a study on the effectiveness of cooperating teachers as per
ceived by the student teacher assigned to work with them during the
1970-1971 academic year at the University of North Dakota.
were analyzed into 3 parts:

The data

(1) the pilot test to determine the suit

ability of the test instrument, (2) the effectiveness of cooperating
teachers as judged by student teachers, and (3) the effectiveness of
cooperating teachers as judged by specific groups of student teachers.

Development of the Instrument
The original instrument chosen for the study consisted of 100
statements about the performance of a cooperating teacher in a boy's
physical education student teaching situation.

The investigator modi

fied the existing statements to meet the needs of this study and deter
mined that 5 of the original items be deleted without modification to
replace them.

Ninety-five modified statements were selected as test

statements to be submitted to a panel of judges as an attempt to deter
mine the validity of these statements for the purpose intended in this
study.

(The modified instrument is provided in Appendix C.)
As a result of the judges' ratings, 15 items were deleted from

the original 95 presented.

Seventy-five percent of the panel of judges
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rated 80 items acceptable for the study by indicating a weight value of
3 or higher for each item on a 5 point scale.

The items which were

deleted from the instrument were numbers 9, 20, 21, 28, 30, 44, 45, 50,
54, 67, 69, 79, 80, 83, and 86.

(The final instrument is provided in

Appendix D.)
A second panel of judges was asked to determine whether each
of the 80 items chosen was worded as a positive or negative item.

All

8 judges agreed that 35 items were negative and 45 were positive.
Table 1 presents the listing of negative and positive statements.

TABLE 1
NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE STATEMENTS AS DETERMINED BY JUDGES

Item Rating

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

+
+ ■
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
-

Item Rating

Item Rating

Item Rating

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
-

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
-

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
-

The third group to be given the test instrument was made up of
student teachers who were actively involved in student teaching during
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the first semester of the 1970-1971 academic year.

A copy of the instru

ment with complete instructions was given to 142 student teachers.

Of

these, 94 returned forms were used in the study to determine the reli
ability of the instrument.

The results of the statistical treatment of

the instrument are presented below.
After the test data were prepared and coded on IBM computer cards,
the instrument was treated first by using all 95 items and again using
only the 80 items to be used in the study.

A reliability coefficient for

each of these treatments was obtained which indicated that the 15 items
which were deleted added nothing significant to the test.

The alpha

coefficient for the 95 item test was .9539; for the 80 item instrument
it was .9486.

The investigator also used a computer program utilizing

another reliability formula for the 80 item instrument which produced a
similar coefficient of .9541.
The results of the statistical analysis of the 80 item instru
ment, as provided by the computer program Sum-Rat which was proposed
as the method of determining reliability for the instrument, are pre
sented in Table 2.

There were 94 respondents included in the popula

tion of the pilot test.

The results presented here are for these 94

subjects using the 80 item instrument.
Each of the 5 sections of the test instrument was similarly
treated to a reliability check which produced the coefficient figures
presented in Table 2.

The orientation coefficient was .6368 which was

the lowest figure obtained.

The conferences section of the test pro

vided the highest reliability value for the individual test sections,
.8801.

The overall mean score for all 80 test items was 313.82.

The

computed mean scores on all 5 sections and on the total test instrument

TABLE 2
PILOT TEST RESULTS BY TEST SECTION

Observation

T caching

Conferences

Evaluation

Total
Test

Measurement

Orientation

High Score

68.00

60.00

96.00

90.00

78.00

379.00

Low Score

25.00

23.00

39.00

30.00

25.00

179.00

Mean Score

52.00

48.84

30.35

71.33

61.30

313.82

Alpha Coefficient
Projected Means

.6368
42.00

.7752
36.00

.7871
50.00

.8801
54.00

.8316
48.00

.9486
240.00
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were higher than the projected mean score as determined by an average rat
ing of 3 for each item.

This would tend to indicate that the cooperating

teachers were performing their duties better than average.
The projected mean scores were arbitrarily determined as an aver
age on the 5 point scale provided.

Cooperating teachers were considered

to be superior teachers by writers in the literature reviewed.

In light

of this, it could be said that a weight of 4 rather than 3 should be used
when projecting mean scores for these teachers.

Table 3 presents a com

parison of projected superior mean scores and actual mean scores for the
pilot test group.
When the cooperating teachers were compared to the superior rat
ing means, it was found that they were above the means on only 2 sections
observation and teaching and related activities, but only by a slight
amount.

A further discussion on this point is presented later in the

chapter when the actual study group’s performance is discussed.

Overall Cooperating Teacher Performance
The final form of the test instrument was administered to 237
student teachers who were actively involved in student teaching during
the second semester of the 1970-1971 academic year at the University
of North Dakota.

Of those returned, 146 were used in the study.

The

breakdown of the population is provided by Tables 4 through 10.
There were 85 female student teachers and 61 male student
teachers who were assigned to 67 female cooperating teachers and 76
male cooperating teachers with 3 reported assignments to team teach
ing situations.

There were 5 actual assignments to team teaching as

determined by a closer look at the reporting form on which a response
was given for both male cooperating teachers and team teaching.

TABLE 3
MEAN SCORES FOR PILOT TEST GROUP

Total
Test

Orientation

Observation

Teaching

Conferences

Evaluation

Actual Mean

52.00

48.84

80.35

71.33

61.30

313.82

Projected
Superior Mean

56.00

48.00

80.00

72.00

64.00

320.00

Mean

6
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TABLE 4
BREAKDOWN OF POPULATION BY PRIMARY GROUPS

Description

Number

Percentage of Total

Male Student Teacher
Female Student Teacher

61
85

42
58

Male Cooperating Teacher
Female Cooperating Teacher
Team Teaching

76
67
3

52
46
2

52

36

94

64

Elementary Student Teacher/
Cooperating Teacher
Secondary Student Teacher/
Cooperating Teacher

TABLE 5
BREAiCuOwN OF

Age

student

Te a c h e r

Number

4
45
44
18
9
4
12
3
7

20
21
22
23
24
25
26-30
31-35
Over 35

p o p u l a t i o n by a g e

Percentage of Total

3
31
30
12
6
3
8
2
5

to the study were
The largest group of students responding 1
secondary education students.

This was expected because the secondary

level students typically outnumber the elementary students in enrollment at the University of North Dakota.

Sixty-four percent of the

respondents were secondary education students who numbered 94 compared
to 52 elementary education students who accounted for 36 percent of
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the total.

The highest number of students by age level was found to be

in the age range of 21 and 22 where the total of 89 was reported.

Only

22 respondents had prior teaching experience and only 10 were of age 31
or over.

There were an additional 12 students who reported being between

26 and 30 years of age.

TABLE 6
BREAKDOWN OF STUDENT TEACHER POPULATION BY EXPERIENCE

Description

Previous Experience
No Experience

Number

Percentage of Total

22

15

124

85

Academic preparation of secondary education student teachers is
presented in Table 7.

The largest single group of student teachers in

this study was reported in the social sciences.

This was not unexpected

as the largest group of student teachers enrolled in secondary education
courses at the University of North Dakota is generally in the social
sciences.

The numbers of groups indicate that social sciences had 19

student teachers, industrial technology 18, English 11, physical educa
tion 9, mathematics and foreign languages 8, and each of the remaining
subject areas had 5 or fewer.
The data for student teachers according to academic discipline
were, by necessity, the same as for cooperating teachers since each stu
dent teacher worked with a teacher in his/her major area.

The evalua

tions presented by the data collected were thereby indicative of the
cooperating teacher's performance on the various aspects of the student
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TABLE 7
BREAKDOWN OF STUDENT TEACHER POPULATION BY ACADEMIC PREPARATION

Description

Number

Percentage of Total

Elementary
Secondary -

52
5
2
11
3
8
4
18
5
9
1
19
8
1

36
3
1
8
2
6
3
12
3
6
1
12
6
1

Art
Business Education
English
Distributive Education
Foreign Languages
Home Economics
Industrial Technology
Music
Physical Education
Science
Social Science
Mathematics
Speech

teaching experience as presented by the individual test section.

The

overall performance was indicated by the total score on all items of
the test instrument.
Cooperating teachers who worked with student teachers were
exposed to several types of student teaching plans.

The elementary

level utilized 3 different plans while the secondary level had 4 main
plans.

A fifth plan was reported by 6 secondary student teachers that

amounted to a shortened assignment for fewer than the usual 8 semester
credits.
The most widely used plan for elementary students was that of
full days for the entire semester in which 32 students were involved.
Thirteen elementary student teachers reported the use of a half day
for the full semester and 7 reported student teaching for full days
during an 8 week period.

Most of the secondary level student teachers>
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TABLE 8
BREAKDOWN OF STUDENT TEACHER POPULATION BY TYPE OF TEACHING
PLAN AND ACADEMIC LEVEL

Description

Number

Percentage of Total

7
13
32

5
9
22

12
39
22
15
6

8
27
15
10
4

Elementary
8 week - full day
1/2 day - full semester
Other - (full day - full semester)
Secondary
1st block
2nd block
1/2 day a.m.
1/2 day p.m.
Other

39 in all, reported the use of the block plan during the last half of
the semester.

The other larger group in the secondary level involved

22 student teachers under a plan which covered the full semester dur
ing the mornings.

The block plan for the first part of the semester was

used by 12 student teachers with 15 reported using the half-day-afternoon
plan.
The overall performance of the cooperating teachers in the Uni
versity of North Dakota student teaching program as well as their per
formance on each of the 5 aspects of the student teaching experience,
as identified by this study, is presented by Table 9.

The overall per

formance was indicated by the rating provided by the student teacher on
the entire test instrument or all 80 items.

Additional rating values

are presented which indicate how well the cooperating teachers performed
as determined by 4 large groups of student teachers.

The groups were

defined as male student teachers, female student teachers, elementary,
and secondary level student teachers.

TABLE 9
EVALUATION OF COOPERATING TEACHERS BY SPECIFIC AREAS OF STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Measurement

Orientation

Observation

Teaching

Conferences

Evaluation

Total
Test

High Score

70.00

60.00

98.00

90.00

80.00

394.00

Low Score

22.00

28.00

46.00

28.00

33.00

163.00

Mean Score

54.47

49.20

80.95

72.93

63.66

321.21

Alpha Coefficient
Projected Superior
Mean

.7494

56.00

.7457

48.00

.8076

80.00

.8815

72.00

.8325

64.00

.9542

320.00
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Table 9 presents a candid picture of the situation confronted by
student teachers who enrolled in the field experience program of the
teacher education program at the University of North Dakota.

The cooper

ating teachers were considered to be performing their duties very well as
the mean scores would seem to indicate.

The mean for the overall perform

ance was 321.21, which was approximately the same as the projected supe
rior mean score as determined by assigning a value of 4 to all 80 items
on this test instrument.

Following the logic that cooperating teachers

are considered to be superior teachers, this indicated that the cooper
ating teachers were performing up to the perceived level of all cooperat
ing teachers.

By contrast, some cooperating teachers received very low

ratings overall with the lowest score reported as 163 or only one-half
the value of an average score.

The highest score reported was 394, or

just 6 points below a perfect score.

The spread between the lowest

score and the highest score, 231 points, indicated quite a variance in
performance by cooperating teachers.

It was interesting to note that

the high score was given by a male student teacher and the lowest by a
female student teacher.

This was interesting because the females, over

all, reported a higher mean score for all cooperating teachers than did
the males, by 7 points.

Both the high and low rated cooperating teachers

as determined by total test scores, were found to be in the secondary
level.
The mean scores of cooperating teachers on the 5 parts of the
student teaching experience were reported above average and in accord
ance with the superior projected mean score.

The variances of low and

high scores were reported to be as drastic as the overall performance
scores.

The largest variance was reported in the conference section
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where a perfect score of 90 was reported as well as a low score of 28.
The lowest score obtainable was 18 on this section of the test.

This

section was the one section which seemed to be reported as being the
most neglected by the majority of the student teachers.
The information provided presented a view of the effectiveness
of cooperating teachers who worked with male or female student teachers
and also, the effectiveness of elementary and secondary level cooperat
ing teachers.

The information on these 4 groups is presented in Table 10.

TABLE 10
EVALUATION OF COOPERATING TEACHERS BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

Measurement

High Score
Low Score
Mean Score

Male
Student
Teacher

Female
Student
Teacher

394.00
180.00
317.23

392.00
163.00
324.07

Elementary

Secondary

392.00
177.00
336.35

394.00
163.00
312.27

When treated statistically to determine the reliability of the
separate sections and overall test instrument, it was found that all
parts of the instrument had acceptable reliability coefficients.

The

lowest reliability coefficient was reported for the observation section,
the highest of the sections was the conference section, and the overall
reliability coefficient was .9542 which was a higher figure than that
reported by the pilot test, .9486.

This can be attributed to a larger

population figure, 146, in the actual test group as compared to the
pilot test group which had a population of 94.
The 4 groups selected to present a comparison of different stu
dent teaching situations as reported in Table 10 were chosen because they
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were the most widely discussed groups in the literature on student teach
ing.

As a result of the pilot test the writer believed that a more favor

able relationship would generally exist between student teachers and their
cooperating teachers on the elementary level.

Also, that female student

teachers would have a higher regard overall for their student teaching
experience than the males.

These opinions were borne out in this part

of the study as indicated by the mean scores of the cooperating teacher's
performance in Table 10 by the various groups.

The highest mean score

was reported for the elementary level cooperating teachers, 336.35, the
lowest for the secondary level, 312.27, with the female student teachers
reporting a higher rating for their cooperating teachers, 324.07, than
did the males, 317.23.

The lew overall rating given a cooperating

teacher on all 80 items of the test was by a female student teacher
in secondary education, 163.

TABLE 11
STUDENT TEACHER AND COOPERATING TEACHER MATCH-UP BY SEX

Student Teacher Sex
Male Student Teacher
Female Student Teacher

Male
Cooperating
Teacher

Female
Cooperating
Teacher

50
19

8
57

Team

No
Answer

2
3

1
6

Of the 61 male student teachers, only 3 were matched with a
female cooperating teacher, while 19 of the 85 female student teachers
had assignments with male cooperating teachers.
assignments of team teaching situations.

There were 5 reported
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TABLE 12
STUDENT TEACHER RATING OF STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Satisfactory

108

Total

Adequate

Unsatisfactory

No Answer

20

15

3

The student teachers reported on the relative state of their
student teaching experience as generally satisfactory.

One hundred-

eight reported a satisfactory experience, 20 said it was adequate, and
15 were unsatisfied.

When asked to comment on the length of their

assignment, 12 student teachers reported that the experience was too
short while 7 said it was too long a period of time.

Of the 12 who

reported that the experience was too short, 10 were on the block plan.
Five of those who reported that the experience was too long were
involved in a full semester of student teaching.
Analysis of variance was used to determine the effectiveness
of the cooperating teachers in relation to specific groups of student
teachers.

A multiple regression (STW-MULT) program from the University

of North Dakota Computer Center’s library was chosen as the treatment
tool.

The program was processed on an IBM 360 model 40 computer by the

investigator without any undue problems.

The resulting computer gener

ated statistical analysis provided sufficient information required for
determining the effectiveness of the cooperating teachers under the
third part of the purpose as stated for this study.
To determine what differences existed between various sub-groups
within the student teaching experience, certain elements of the program
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were identified as treatment groups.

One major division of the data was

an identification of elementary level and secondary level cooperating
teachers.

A second division was identified as cooperating teachers who

worked with a male or a female student teacher.

Other areas identified

for the purpose of determining differences included cooperating teachers
who worked with student teachers by, (a) academic subject area, (b) type
of student teaching plan, (c) experience of student teacher, and (d) by
sex of cooperating teachers.

All cooperating teachers were used as one

group in the second part of this study and were included in this section
also to determine by analysis of variance if they were considered to be
statistically different as a group.

STU-MULT specifically treated the

means of each of the groups identified in an attempt to determine if
there was any single aspect of the student teaching experience which
differed significantly from another aspect of the program.

These dif

ferences, if any, were identified by correlation coefficients, means,
and F values as provided by STW-MULT.
The mean for each group provided an indication of superior or
inferior performance as determined by the student teacher but did not
indicate whether the group mean was significantly high or low.

Rela

tive status was thereby determined but no other information was given
in this treatment.
The correlation coefficient provided for each group presented
/■

data which described the relative status of the mean for each sub-group
within a group such as age.

From this coefficient it was determined

whether one sub-group mean was statistically more or less significant
than others in the group.

For purposes of this study it was necessary

for a correlation coefficient of .18 to be obtained before the sub-
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group was significantly different from the other sub-groups within that
group.

Table 13 presents the correlation coefficients for all groups

and sub-groups identified by this study as determined in relation to
the 5 parts of the test instrument.
asterisk were significant values.

All coefficients identified by an
There were 15 such values identified.

In dichotomous groups such as sex of student teacher, only one element
was presented by Table 13.

A negative correlation coefficient signified

that the opposite element was the significant or favored element.
The most striking group identified by Table 13 was the elementarysecondary group.

The correlation coefficients for all of the 5 sections

of the test instrument and for the total instrument were negative values.
Since secondary cooperating teachers were identified, the negative value
reported that the secondary level was given a lower rating on all of the
5 parts of the test and on the complete test.

These values were reported

to be significantly different on all sections with the exception of the
first one "orientation," as all values are reported to be larger than
.18.

The female student teachers’ ratings of their cooperating teachers

were consistently higher than their counterparts, the male student
teachers.

On one section of the test instrument, "observation," the

female ratings were significantly higher at the .05 level on a twotailed test.
Cooperating teachers who worked with elementary student teachers
for a half-day during the full semester were reported to be superior in
both the "observation" and "evaluation" aspects of the student teaching
experience.

At the secondary level, the cooperating teacher was

reported to be inferior in the "observation" and "evaluation" portions
when he worked with students on the first block plan.

The cooperating

TABLE 13
CORRELATIONS ON SPECIFIC PARTS OF THE STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Group Description

Age 20
21
22
23
24
25
26-30
31-35
*Female Student Teacher
^Secondary Level
*No Experience
Male Cooperating
Teacher
Female Cooperating
Teacher
Full Day - 8 weeks
Half Day-Full Semester
First Block
Second Block
Half Day-Mornings
Half Day-Afternoons
Art
Business Education
English
Distributive Education
Foreign Languages
Home Economics
Industrial Technology

Orientation

Observation

Teaching

Conferences

Evaluation

Total

-.0254
.1269
-.1199
.0077
-.0098
-.1491
.1224
.0081
.0181
-.1325
-.0722

-.0381
.0602
.0070
-.-831
-.0156
-.0817
-.0194
.0308
.2091
-.2435
-.0544

-.0845
.1740
-.0737
.0036
-.0857
-.1305
.0667
-.0583
.1156
-.2294
-.0371

-.0451
.1345
-.0365
.0003
-.0847
-.0776
-.0200
.0215
.0944
-.2464
-.0530

-.1407
.1272
-.0544
-.0386
-.1131
-.0244
.0970
.0597
.0602
-.2039
-.0176

-.0775
.1451
-.0640
-.0187
-.0764
-.1011
.0546
.0125
.1035
-.2370
-.0507

-.0769

-.1430

-.0991

-.0314

-.0599

-.0831

.1112
-.0214
.0353
-.0610
.0436
-.1327
-.0719
-.0853
-.0808
.0462
.0388
-.1619
.0138
-.0409

.1167
-.0667
.1893
-.2034
.0364
-.1478
-.0652
-.0054
-.1568
.0293
-.0251
-.1288
.0680
-.2458

.1771
-.0325
.1505
-.1617
.0150
-.1817
-.0181
-.1174
-.1383
.0716
.0765
-.1380
.0374
-.1854

.1133
-.0104
.1624
-.1703
-.0104
-.1577
-.0405
-.0722
-.1478
-.0061
.0528
-.1525
.0431
-.1690

.1353
-.0528
.1813
-.1886
-.0053
-.1532
-.0099
-.0875
-.0850
.0245
.0938
-.1736
-.0210
-.2299

.1467
-.0373
.1610
-.1749
.0132
-.1737
-.0422
-.0877
-.1352
.0346
.0601
-.1696
.0292
-.1922

TABLE 13— Continued
Group Description

Orientation

Observation

Teaching

Conferences

Music
Physical Education
Science
Social Science
Mathematics
Speech

-.1052
.0264
.0253
-.0276
.0234
-.0371

.0164
.0668
.0733
-.1163
.0915
-.0290

.0108
.0807
-.0097
-.0455
-.0385
-.0406

.0009
.1057
-.0037
-.0776
.0115
-.1308

*Note:

Evaluation

.0122
.0579
.0399
-.0128
.0026
-.0850

Total

-.0127
.0789
.0217
-.0589
.0126
-.0796

Only one group in a dichotomous listing was identified. A negative correlation indicated
a favorable value for the group not identified in this table.

co
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teacher was similarly considered to be inferior on the "teaching and
related activities" aspect if he worked Ttfith students for the. full
semester - mornings only plan.

The values described above for second

ary level cooperating teachers were reported as negative coefficients
and were significantly different at the .05 level on a correlation
coefficient table for 145 degrees of freedom.
One group of secondary level academic preparation areas reported
a significant difference in 3 aspects of the student teaching experience.
Cooperating teachers in industrial technology were rated lower on "obser
vation," "teaching and related activities," and "evaluation."

These 3

areas also caused the overall performance of the cooperating teacher to
be rated significantly lower as well.

Many other academic preparation

areas reported a negative correlation on most or all 5 aspects of the
student teaching experience but very few approached a value of signifi
cance.

Those academic areas that reported satisfactory performance on

the 5 aspects included English, distributive education, science, and
mathematics.

However, none of the correlation coefficients reported

even approached a significant value.

The only academic area which

approached a significant negative correlation on all 5 aspects and
total test was foreign languages where the lowest negative value was
-.1288.
When the means of the groups were treated by an F test, the
results were somewhat similar in nature to the sub-group correlation
results.

In order to indicate a significant difference between groups

on the F test, it was determined that the value must be significant at
the .05 level on a two-tailed test.

The results of the F test by groups

on the 5 aspects of the test instrument are presented in Table 14.

TABLE 14
F VALUES BY SPECIFIC GROUPS

Group Description

Total Group
Ages
Sex Student Teacher
Academic Level
Experience
Cooperating
Teacher
Elementary
Teaching Plan
Secondary
Teaching Plan
Secondary Academic
Area

X 54.47
Orientation

X 49.20
Observation

X 80.95
Teaching

.7702
1.0675
.0470
2.5735
.7552

1.2132
.5204
6.5839*
9.0739*
.4269

1.0618
1.1519
1.9500
8.0022*
.1984

1.0573
.5108
1.2957
9.3110*
.4060

.9764

1.4984

3.0447

2.0565

.1152

2.8792

1.6928

1.2881

3.5579*

.8039

1.9630*

^Significant at the .05 level on a 2 tailed test

X 72.93
Conferences

X 63.66
Evaluation

X 321.21
Total

Significant
F Value

1.0527
.7566
1.5593
8.5667*
.3715

1.700
2.190
5.020
5.020
5.020

2.1505

2.0358

3.690

1.9368

2.5536

1.9542

3.690

3.0967*

3.2359*

3.1851*

3.4233*

2.790

1.5720

1.8378

1.8088

1.7451

1.900

1.2155
. 1.0676
.5237
6.2490*
.0444
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On the basis of this test, it was found that the sex of the stu
dent teacher was significant in rating the cooperating teacher in the
"observation" portion of the student teaching experience as indicated
by a value of 6.5839 when significance at .05 was reported to be 5.020.
From previous discussion, it was determined that the female student
teachers reported a more favorable rating of their respective cooper
ating teachers, therefore, this figure represents, a significant differ
ence for cooperating teachers' effectiveness on the "observation" por
tion of the student teaching experience as determined by female student
teachers.
The correlation coefficients for elementary level cooperating
teachers were significant on 4 of the 5 sections of the test instrument
and also on the total test.
the same conditions.

The F test observations reported exactly

All 5 items were reported to be significantly dif

ferent on the F test treatment with reported values of 9.0738, 8.0022,
9.3110, 6.2490, and 8.5667 for the "observation," "teaching and related
activities," "conferences," "evaluation," and "total test," respectively.
The value necessary to determine significance according to the statis
tical tables was 5.020.

The type of student teaching plan for the

secondary level indicated a significant difference on the same 5 areas
just described with values of 3.5579, 3.0967, 3.2359, 3.1851, and
3.4233.

The significant value for these items was 2.790.
The only significant figure reported for cooperating teachers

according to academic preparation area in the secondary level was for
the "observation" aspect of the student teaching experience.

This

aspect was significantly different at the .05 level on a two-tailed
test according to a reported value of 1.9630 when a figure of 1.900
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was required for significance.

While the reported F values for the

remainder of the test sections were not significantly different, it was
interesting to note that most were considered to he approaching the
level of significant difference.

This indicated that, while there were

no significant differences reported, there was considerable variance of
response by academic preparation areas.

By comparing the correlation

coefficient figures reported for industrial technology and foreign
languages, which were high negative values, with those for physical
education the only area with all positive values, it was evident that
a high degree of variance did, indeed, exist.
A table of means reported for each of the sub-groups identified
in the study is provided by Table 15 and Table 16.

The most common mea

sure of relative position of groups was determined to be the identifica
tion of mean scores for the groups.

For this reason it was believed

necessary to describe and discuss selected means of groups within this
study.
earlier.

The reported F values, unless significant, were not discussed
The F values were relative to the means of the groups and,

in order to show where differences occurred, it was necessary to pre
sent the means for each group identified.
The age of the student teacher had little bearing on the rating
of the cooperating teacher as all means for this group were distributed
uniformly with the exception of age 25 where all the means of the sec,
\
tions of the test instrument were below all others in that group. The
amount of difference and the number of people involved did not con
tribute significantly however, and no significance was reported by an
F test.

The largest number of student teachers were included in the

21-22 age bracket.

Means for these 2 groups on all 5 sections of the

TABLE 15
MEANS ON SPECIFIC PARTS OF THE STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Group Description

Age 20
Age 21
Age 22
Age 23
Age 24
Age 25
Age 26-30
Age 31-35
Over 35
Female Student Teachers
Male Student Teachers
Secondary Level
Elementary Level
No Experience
Previous Experience
Male Cooperating Teachers
Female Cooperating Teachers
Team Teachers
Elementary 8 week full-day
Half day full-semester
Full day-all semester
Secondary-first block
Secondary-second block
Secondary-half day A.M.
Secondary-half day P.M.
Other

Orientation

Observation

Teaching

Conferences

Evaluation

Total

53.20
56.27
52.63
54.67
54.11
47.00
58.33
55.00
53.14
54.62
54.27
53.54
56.15
54.19
56.09
53.61
55.54
52.42
53.57
55.54
54.21
52.45
55.15
51.50
52.47
56.02

47.80
49.89
49.33
47.67
48.78
46.20
48.75
50.67
52.60
50.44
47.52
47.95
51.46
49.04
50.09
48.26
50.20
50.44
47.14
53.38
48.88
44.27
49.62
46.77
47.87
51.08

75.80
83.98
79.61
81.06
77.11
73.00
83.50
76.33
81.65
82.08
79.40
78.99
84.48
80.77
81.95
79.45
82.90
75.22
79.29
86.46
80.47
74.45
81.23
76.00
30.33
83.97

69.60
75.76
72.10
72.94
68.33
67.20
72.00
75.00
73.12
74.06
71.40
70.38
77.54
72.62
74.68
72.06
74.25
65.57
72.29
80.15
72.22
64.64
72.69
67.73
71.27
77.00

55.20
65.85
62.69
62.50
58.67
62.20
67.33
68.33
64.07
64.25
62.87
61.95
66.77
63.58
64.14
62.65
65.06
58.17
61.00
70.23
63.13
56.18
63.56
59.55
63.33
66.75

301.60
331.76
316.41
318.83
307.00
295.60
329.92
325.33
324.85
325.45
315.47
312.81
336.40
320.19
326.95
316.03
327.96
301.81
313.29
345.77
319.12
292.00
322.26
301.54
315.27
334.81

✓
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test were, in most cases, within 3 points.

With over 60 percent of the

population included in these 2 age groups, the amount of variance was
considered to be, in accordance •with the F test results, non significant.
When the means for the sex of cooperating teachers and level of
student teaching experience were examined, it was found that significant
differences did exist as suggested by the F test.

As indicated by the

means for student teachers by sex it was found that the females had a
higher mean score on the total test than did the males.

These means

were 325.45 for females and 315.47 for males, or almost a 10 point dif
ference.

The difference was much greater for secondary and elementary

levels where the cooperating teacher ratings were reported by elementary
level student teachers as 336.40 and by secondary level student teachers
as 312.81,' or a difference of approximately 24 points.

A similar condi

tion existed for male and female cooperating teachers where the females’
mean score on the total test was 327.96 compared to the males’ mean score
of 316.03, for a difference of approximately 12 points.
These results seemed to indicate that the cooperating teachers
who were female, who were at the elementary level, and who worked with
female student teachers, were considered to be the more superior cooper
ating teachers.

Some of these reported findings were considered to be

legitimate in light of the fact that most elementary cooperating and
student teachers were females.
findings for these groups.

This added considerable bias toward the

One other element which was felt to have

added bias in favor of these groups was the length of time elementary
student teachers worked with their respective cooperating teachers.
Most of the elementary level student teachers reported working for
full days during the entire semester, a fact which by itself could
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lead to considerable positive reaction.

This was not supported, however,

in the reported F test for elementary level student teaching plan.
Although several high values were reported, none were significantly dif
ferent.

Those included in the next larger elementary group were involved

in teaching half days for the full semester which was another positive
factor for elementary level student teachers.
Table 16 presented the means by academic preparation levels and
showed that the elementary level cooperating teachers as a group had a
mean score on the total test instrument of 336.40.

This was higher than

all of the individual academic preparation areas except the 3 cooperat
ing teachers in distributive education and significantly higher than the
total group of secondary level cooperating teachers.

The overall mean

score for the secondary level teachers was 312.27 or 24 points lower
than the elementary group.

Only the 3 teachers in distributive educa

tion reported a higher mean score but 3 individuals were not a signifi
cantly large enough number for statistical comparison.

Business educa

tion cooperating teachers had the lowest overall rating according to
the mean score for the group, 266.50, but again a low number of
individuals, 2, did not contribute to statistical comparison.

Foreign

language cooperating teachers had a mean score of 287.63 which was the
second lowest score.

This group numbered 8 which was considered a more

valid number for comparison purposes.
»
It can be determined from studying the tables of means (Table 15
and Table 16), that the secondary level cooperating teachers did not do
as adequate a job in working with student teachers as did the elementary
level teachers according to the judgments of the student teachers with
whom they worked.

This was evident on all 5 sections of the test

TABLE 16
MEANS BY ACADEMIC PREPARATION ON SPECIFIC PARTS OF THE STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Group Description

Elementary
Secondary
Art
Business Education
English
Distributive Education
Foreign Language
Home Economics
Industrial Technology
Music
Physical Education
Science
Social Science
Mathematics
Speech
Other

Teaching

Conferences

Evaluation

Total

Orientation

Observation

56.15

51.46

84.48

77.54

66.77

336.40

50.20
48.00
56.00
57.00
48.13
55.25
53.44
49.20
55.44
56.50
53.78
55.33
51.50
56.48

49.00
40.00
49.91
48.00
45.40
52.00
44.67
49.80
51.00
53.50
47.06
51.67
47.50
51.34

73.80
67.50
83.82
87.00
74.38
83.50
75.28
81.60
84.56
80.00
79.56
79.22
77.00
84.38

67.60
55.50
72.64
78.00
64.13
76.50
66.67
73.00
78.67
72.50
70.06
73.56
57.50
77.82

58.40
55.50
64.64
71.00
55.50
62.25
56.72
64.40
66.22
67.50
63.28
63.78
55.50
67.54

299.00
266.50
327.00
341.00
287.63
329.50
296.78
318.00
335.89
330.00
313.72
323.56
289.00
337.56
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instrument and on total test results.

Female cooperating teachers like

wise were reported to be more able than male cooperating teachers, as
was any cooperating teacher who worked with a female student teacher.
It can be argued that female student teachers generally would
be less critical and thus reflect a more positive rating.

Similarly,

elementary student teachers could be said to be less critical, as well.
There was no attempt to correct for this bias.

It could be suggested

as a consideration for recommendations regarding the outcome of the
study.

It was not unexpected nor unwelcome.

The study was designed

to determine what factors contributed to a satisfactory overall stu
dent teaching experience, and this sex and academic level element was
one such factor that was identified.

CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The study was conducted during the 1970-1971 academic year.

The

population in the study consisted of education students who were enrolled
in the student teaching program of the professional education sequence at
the University of North Dakota.

The instrument developed for the study

was pilot tested with the first semester group of student teachers.

The

second semester student teachers were the subjects involved in the process
of collecting data about the student teaching program and, specifically,
material about the cooperating teachers with whom they were assigned.
Cooperating teachers in the University of North Dakota student
teaching program were evaluated by the student teachers by means of an
80 item questionnaire.

The questionnaire was designed to measure the

performance of the cooperating teachers during their usual daily tasks
involved in the student teaching experience.

Analysis of the test

instrument was undertaken to determine the validity and reliability
for the use in. the study.

A panel of judges selected the most appro

priate statements from an original list of 95.

The judges' selections

were used as the criteria which comprised the final test instrument.
Validity was thereby determined on the basis of content validity.

An

arbitrary value of .75 was selected as the point at which any statement
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was accepted for inclusion in the study.

A total of 80 statements were

'’
retained as a result of this process and were included in the final test
instrument.

iW

Reliability of the test instrument was determined as a result of
subjecting the data from the first semester population to 2 statistical

.
treatments.

A computer program from the University of North Dakota Com

puter Center's library, called Sum-Rat, was chosen as one tool and
0

jano^ther developed by the investigator was also used.

Both tests pro-

vided approximately the same reliability coefficient for the instrument.
|0pt;*->^rhet instrument was determined to have a reliability value of .9486 on
■t .. yf' the basis of 94 subjects using the Sum-Rat program or .9491 using the

WMJ

[

' ,Product Moment Correlation method.

,

The final test instrument was sub-

* jected to the Sum-Rat program which resulted in a reliability coeffi^ d e n t of .9542 on the basis of 146 subjects.

}• * * .

•• '.v :■

■f

Through an extensive search of the related literature, the
/V

investigator determined that very little research had been done on
i? v|

determining the performance of cooperating teachers.

Much had been

'itten on procedures for selecting teachers employed as cooperating
4

»v- -

teachers, but little research was available which dealt with the

■ 0-'.'

problem after the selection process.

tjro
RM
' l . . % x- student

Most authors agreed that the

teaching experience was perhaps the single most important

aspect of the professional preparation of teachers, but few reported
a consistent pattern for the selection of teachers to guide the stuteacher during this phase.
.
K•

Several reported that no policy

'other than a political one, or one of supply and demand, was used
>•

in some parts of the country.
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It seemed a logical choice, to the investigator, to select this
problem as the topic for a research study.

The cooperating teachers

have been both abused and praised by student teachers at the University
of North Dakota as elsewhere.

Their importance in the program was con

sidered paramount by all people involved and, therefore, it was impor
tant that some method of determining who the most effective cooperating
teachers were be
cials.

developed for use by the school and university offi

The method proposed by this study seemed to be the most effi

cient, and one which could collect all the necessary information in one
administration.

Results of the study confirmed this belief.

The

instrument was reliable and valid within the limits of educational
research work.

Information garnered showed strengths and weaknesses

in the program as defined by specific areas and academic preparation.
Specific parts of the student teaching experience were identi
fied in the literature as being necessary for the successful completion
of the student teaching assignment.

Five of these areas were considered

more frequently as topics for discussion and, accordingly, considered
the more important aspects of the experience.

The 5 areas were:

(1)

orientation to student teaching and the school, (2) observation of
teaching methods, (3) actual teaching experience with guidance and
without guidance,

(4) conferencing with cooperating teachers to deter

mine strengths and weaknesses, and (5) evaluation of performance either
weekly or periodically.

As a result of the suggestions, these 5 areas

were identified in the test instrument as an attempt to determine how
well each cooperating teacher performed on the 5 separate aspects con
sidered essential to the program.
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Conclusions
The results of the study identified elementary level cooperating
teachers as the level generally rated highest by student teachers.

The

elementary level ratings on all parts of the test instrument were gener
ally superior to the secondary level.

There were no significant differ

ences between the academic discipline majors at the secondary level on
any of the separate parts of the test instrument.

Males generally

reported lower ratings of their cooperating teachers than did females.
When subjected to statistical analysis using an F test, the reported
ratings for elementary cooperating teachers were determined to be sig
nificant at the .05 level on a two-tailed test of significance.

The

female student teachers' ratings, while generally higher than the
males on all sections of the test instrument, were not statistically
significant except in one area, "observation."

No significant dif

ference was shown for female cooperating teachers although the stu
dent teachers' ratings were higher for this group as well.
Except for cooperating teachers who worked on the elementary
grade level, no single group identified in the study differed sig
nificantly from any other group on all areas of the student teaching
experience.

When the ratings of the total group were treated by each

of the 5 main aspects of the student teaching experience, no single
aspect was considered to be significantly different.

This indicated

that the student teachers perceived the cooperating teachers as doing
adequate work on all the major components of the student teaching
experience.

A significant difference would have been indicated if

the cooperating teachers were not doing their job on any one of the 5
areas, or were doing a superior job on any one of the 5 areas.
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Of the 146 student teachers who responded to the study only 15
felt that their student teaching experience was unsatisfactory and only
5 reported that the program was too long.

These 5 student teachers had

been assigned to student teach all day for the full semester.

Twelve

student teachers who were on the block plan felt that their experience
was too short.

These reports would seem to indicate that the student

teachers were generally satisfied with the overall length of the stu
dent teaching program.
General conclusions as a result of this study were:
1.

the test instrument designed for this study could be used
as an evaluation tool in the selection of cooperating
teachers based on the statistical analysis of the reli
ability and validity of the instrument and the reported
coefficients thereof,

2.

there did not appear to be any one of the 5 aspects of
the student teaching experience which was superior or
inferior to the others,

3.

elementary cooperating teachers were reported to be doing
a better job than their counterparts, the secondary level
cooperating teachers,

4.

female cooperating teachers were reported to be doing a
better job than male cooperating teachers,

5.

any cooperating teacher who worked with a female student
teacher was perceived as doing a better job than one who
worked with a male student teacher,

6.

student teachers were generally satisfied with their stu
dent teaching experience.

73

Recommendations
As a result of conducting this research, several recommendations
are suggested for consideration hy teacher education personnel who are
involved in selecting appropriate teachers to serve in the capacity of
cooperating teachers.

These recommendations are that, teacher education

personnel should:
1.

initiate some plan to evaluate the student teaching expe
rience which would involve the evaluation of cooperating
teachers,

2.

use student teachers in their evaluation of cooperating
teachers,

3.

use this test instrument to retain appropriate teachers
as cooperating teachers,

4.

evaluate the cooperating teachers during the actual stu
dent teaching experience in addition to selecting these
people on the basis of qualifications as determined by a
list of personal or professional requirements drawn up
by a selection committee made up of students, college
personnel, and school officials,

5.

develop an evaluation tool such as the one used in this
study which could be used in selecting appropriate col
lege supervisory personnel,

6.

consider adopting the instrument used in this study as a
self evaluation tool for cooperating teachers.

APPENDIX A
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ORIENTATION
The statements in this section are believed to concern Orientation to
student teaching. Orientation involves the introduction of the student
teacher to his role in the school program by the cooperating teacher
and may take place at any time during the student teaching experience.
1.

Teachers and pupils whom I meet in the school expected and welcomed
me.

2.

My cooperating teacher took time to guide me through the building.

3.

I found out early what facilities and equipment were available for
my teaching.

4.

I learned the necessary details of my student teaching assignment
very early in my student teaching tenure.

5.

My cooperating teacher supplied me with class rosters and squad
lists before the classes met.

6.

He developed a remarkably fine attitude in his classes toward stu
dent teachers.

7.

I was not made to appear different from other physical education
teachers in the school.

8.

My cooperating teacher arranged for me to visit classes in which I
was interested during my free periods.

9.

He built me up so high the students could not help but be disap
pointed in me.

10.

I was invited to school social functions.

11.

I was invited to attend staff meetings.

*12.

I learned early the place in the total physical education program
where my classes were.

13.

I was invited to participate in the school lunch program with the
other teachers.

14.

I was to make athletic trips with the squad I helped coach.

15.

I was invited to special events honoring the athletes of the school.

16.

I received helpful guidance with the operating of projecting and
duplicating equipment.

17.

I was allowed regular staff privileges for use of school facilities
and equipment when they were not otherwise in use.
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18.

My cooperating teacher found a place in the school where I could
prepare for my classes during my free time.

19.

I seemed unable to find out what he really wanted me to do with
the class.

20.

I was expected to solve class problems I had inherited from him.

SECTION II

OBSERVATION

The statements in this section are believed to deal with Observation by
the student teacher of teaching and related activities as performed by
the cooperating teacher.

21.
*

When my cooperating teacher left the gym temporarily while teaching
class, activity continued much as though he were present.

22 .

His explanations were peppered with grammatical errors.

23.

The students seemed to prefer to do things for him which he desired
that they do.

24.

The students in the classes I watched seemed to know what to do most
of the time.

25.

Skilled performers in his classes did not seem to be resented by
those less talented.

26.

Troublemakers had to perform disagreeable activities for the enter
tainment of the class.

*27.

Warm-up activities were closely related to the main activity for the
day.

28.

His efforts toward individualized instruction were permeated with
sarcasm.

29.

He seemed to have given up on the physical illiterates.

*30.

The drills used most in his classes did not seem to be gamelike.

31.

His classes were pupil centered, but for only the same four or five
pupils each day.

32.

He seldom called the students in his classes by their first names.

33.

The students seemed eager to hear whatever he wanted to tell them.

34.

The whole class was punished frequently if an individual offender
was unknown.

35.

I believe the students are afraid of him.
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*36.

Unsportsmanlike conduct on the part of skilled performers was passed
over lightly.

37.

Poor performers were the goats of his classes.

38.

The students seemed quite unable to figure him out.

39.

The officials he designated seemed unable to keep the games under
control.

40.

I hope that I can accomplish as much with my classes as he did.

SECTION III.

TEACHING AND RELATED ACTIVITIES

The statements in this section are believed to deal with Teaching experi
ences and related activities performed by the student teacher under the
observation of the cooperating teacher.
41.

He backed me one hundred percent in my relations with students.

42.

He might take over the class unexpectedly on a day when I had under
stood I was to be prepared to teach.

43.

I had no chance to learn whether I could handle the class alone or
no t •

44.

He seemed unable to note significant aspects of my teaching while
observing my work with the class.

45.

I was given the opportunity to experience the testing and grading
of the students in my classes.

46.

He might switch activities on me on the spur of the moment for no
apparent reason.

47.

He could not help me much because he seldom watched what I did.

48.

I felt that the poorest in me came out while xjorking under him.

49.

I could not feel that he really wanted to see me improve in teaching
ability.

50.

He seemed to resent prestige I was able to build up in the class.

51.

I felt that I was given too much teaching responsibility too early
in my student teaching experience.

52.

I doubt that he checked my plans before I used them in teaching.

53.

He seemed to resent good results I was able to get with some of his
problem students.
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54.

Planning was meaningless at times because the program was subject to
change without notice.

55.

He covered up for certain students to delude me.

56.

He seemed unwilling to let me try different ways of doing things.

57.

He let me take over the class as soon as we agreed that I was ready.

58.

He seemed to take pride in the students' achievements under my
direction.

59.

I felt that he enjoyed seeing me get in trouble with the class.

60.

I never quite felt that it was my class to teach as long as he
remained at the teaching station.

SECTION IV.

CONFERENCES

The statements in this section are believed to deal with the Conference
situation involving the student teacher and the cooperating teacher.
61.

I had the feeling that we shared in the work of making plans.

62.

Even when I knew I had done poorly, he could invariably find some
thing encouraging to say.

63.

Frankly, I just did not feel comfortable in his presence.

64.

I felt that I could talk to him about things whether they pertained
to school or not.

65.

He seemed to feel that letting students help with the planning is a
sign of weakness.

66.

I had the feeling that we respected each other a lot.

67.

Really, it seemed to me that he did not care very much about talking
over my problems with me.

68.

It was easy to ask him why hedid things in certain ways.

69.

I appreciated having a chance to explain what I had tried to do.

70.

He helped me improve my ability to analyze student performance.

71.

I hope that I can be as receptive to new ideas in my own classes
as he was.

72.

I got so I felt that he could no longer tell me anything constructive.

73.

He talks one way, but teaches in quite a different way.
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74.

I had the feeling that here was one person who knew what he was doing.

75.

He helped me improve my ability to demonstrate the necessary skills
for my classes.

76.

Talking it over only seemed to mean more negative comments from him.

77.

He did not seem to mind admitting his own mistakes.

78.

He was friendly, but did not push himself on me.

79.

His criticism and suggestions seldom seemed to be in terms of pupil
objectives of physical education.

80.

There was no use in discussing my work unless I was willing to do
things his way.

SECTION V.

EVALUATION

81.

He willingly gave me credit for any good ideas I may have had.

82.

I found out what he thought was wrong, but got constructive sugges
tions for improvement.

83.

It was easy to accept criticism from him.

84.

I felt that I got skinned for not respecting poor teaching.

85.

He led me to believe that I would be unable to use his
cessfully.

86.

When he told me things I had done were poor, he gave me reasons why
he considered them poor.

87.

He seemed unable to face me and tell me what he thought was wrong.

88.

I felt that he let me try new things mostly to have a basis for
criticism.

89.

He avoided criticizing my work in the presence of the students.

90.

I was quite unable to find out how I stood with him.

91.

Unless I punished some student during the class, he seemed to think
I was losing control.

92.

He could usually find something commendable in what I had done.

93.

I tried to find out how I was doing, but was unable to get any
thing definite out of him.

methods suc
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94.

I lost confidence in my ability to become a successful physical
educator after my student teaching experience under him.

95.

From the kind of criticism he gave, I seemed unable to learn to
evaluate my own teaching objectively.

96.

He seemed to consider me a time saver for him.

97.

He did not broadcast my shortcomings to other staff members.

98.

He made no oral or written comments concerning my written plans.

99.

He gave me his frank opinion as to the kind of teaching position
he thought I was best suited for.

100.

His evaluations were meaningless because the standards upon which
they seemed to be based were in conflict with what I had been
taught to believe.
*Note:

These questions were dropped from the original 100 item
questionnaire.

APPENDIX B
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November 27, 1970

Fellow Educator:
I would appreciate your assistance in evaluating the enclosed statements
regarding Student Teaching. I am attempting to design an instrument
which could be used at the University of North Dakota as a tool for
determining the effectiveness of Cooperating Teachers. As you know,
the person who serves as a cooperating teacher has a lot to do with the
success of a prospective teacher, so I am trying to determine what the
qualities of a good cooperating teacher should be.
An attempt is being made to determine the suitability of the attached
statements in the evaluation of cooperating teachers for the purpose of
designing an instrument which can be used in student teaching situations.
You are asked to respond only to the suitability of the statement in this
respect. Do uot project or attempt to use this as an instrument to eval
uate any one person.
If you think that the statement would be suitable for the purpose intended
indicate this by placing your response in either the "very suitable" or
"suitable" column.
If you feel the statement is not suitable for the pur
pose intended mark either "unsuitable" or "very unsuitable" in the appro
priate place. If you have no feeling either way or are unable to decide,
place a mark in the "neutral" column.
Thank you for your help. The completed forms and your responses can be
returned to me personally or you can forward them to me through InterFaculty mail at the University in their present envelopes.
Gratefully yours,

Don Eshelby
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All statements are to be marked in the respective place by blacking out
the space for that response.
The responses are to be judged on the following scale:
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December 1, 1970

Fellow Educator
I would appreciate your assistance in developing an instrument for the
purpose of determining the performance of cooperating teachers in the
student teaching experience. I have enclosed a questionnaire which has
several statements relating to your student teaching experience. Please
respond to each of these statements in a manner which best reflects your
experience with your cooperating teacher. DO NOT put your name or the
name of your cooperating teacher on the questionnaire. I am not attempt
ing to evaluate each cooperating teacher, but rather attempting to dis
cover patterns or conditions which presently exist in the schools.
Please follow the directions provided in the questionnaire as best you
can. There is also a general information form which is to be filled
in completely. This form is self explanatory and will be used only
for classifying purposes. All student teachers will be asked to com
plete this questionnaire. The results of this study should help to
plan and design future student teaching opportunities at the Univer
sity of North Dakota.
Your cooperation and assistance is very much appreciated.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

Don Eshelby

Ends.
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Background of Student Teacher
Age:

(Circle one)

Sex:

Male____________

Level of Teaching:

20 21 22 23 24 25 26-30 31-35 Over 35
Female____________

Elementary_________

Any previous teaching experience?

Secondary_________

Yes_______

No_______

Type of student teaching plan
Elementary

Secondary

8 weeks - full days__________

Full day 1st block_____

1/2 day full semester__________ Full day 2nd
Other (please indicate)

block_____

1/2 day full semester
mornings____
afternoons__

___________________________

Other (please indicate)

Major area of concentration (secondary education students)
_____ ART

_____ INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY

_____ BUSINESS EDUCATION

_____ PHYSICAL EDUCATION

_____ ENGLISH

SCIENCE

_____ DISTRIBUTIVE EDUCATION

SOCIALSCIENCE

_____ FOREIGN LANGUAGES

_____ MATHEMATICS

_____ HOME ECONOMICS

SPEECH

_____ OTHER ___________________
Overall feeling about your Student Teaching Experience _____ SATISFACTORY

_____

TOO SHORT, not enough time in
the classroom.

_____

TOO LONG, unnecessary waste of
time
spent in the classroom

_____ ADEQUATE
_____ UNSATISFACTORY

SUGGESTED CHANGES (If any) ________________________________
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THE STUDENT TEACHER EVALUATES THE PERFORMANCE
OF HIS COOPERATING TEACHER
Instructions - Read carefully

This instrument contains statements which can be used to describe
the performance of the cooperating teacher.
Please check in the appropriate position on each scale your eval
uation of the performance of your cooperating teacher regarding the statemen tinvolved.
Such a scale looks like this:

1
Def initely
true

2
Generally
true

3
Neutral

4
Generally
untrue

5
Def initely
untrue

If the statement describes the performance of your cooperating
teacher especially well, check 1_ "Definitely true."
If the statement describes the performance of your cooperating
teacher on the whole or most of the time, check 2_ "Generally true."
If the statement does not describe the performance of your
cooperating teacher in any true or false sense, check _3 "Neutral."
If the statement does not describe the performance of your
cooperating teacher, if it is untrue on the whole or most of the time,
check 4_ "Generally untrue."
If the statement describes performance which is the exact
opposite of that of your cooperating teacher, check
"Definitely
untrue."
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DESCRIPTIVE STATEMENTS OF THE PERFORMANCE OF THE
COOPERATING TEACHER
SECTION 1.

ORIENTATION

The statements in this section are believed to concern Orientation
to student teaching. Orientation involves the introduction of the student
teacher to his role in the school program by the cooperating teacher and
may take place at any time during the student teaching experience.
1.

Teachers and pupils whom I met in the school expected and welcomed me.

2
Generally
true

1
Def initely
true

3
Neutral

4
Generally
untrue

5
Definitely
untrue

My cooperating teacher took time to guide me through the building.

2.

1
3.

2

3

4

5

I found out early what facilities and equipment were available for
my teaching.

_
4.

,

g

3

4

5

I learned the necessary details of my student teaching assignment
very early in my student teaching tenure.

1
5.

2

3

4

5

My cooperating teacher supplied me with class rosters before the
classes met.

1
6.

2

3

4

5

He developed a remarkably fine attitude in his classes toward student
teachers.

1
7.

2

3

4

5

I was not made to appear different from other teachers in the school.

1

2

3

4

5
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8.

My cooperating teacher arranged for me to visit classes in which I
was interested during my free periods.

1
Def initely
true
9.

1
10.

_
11.

__
12.

1
13.

1
14.

1
15.

1

2
Generally
true

3
Neutral

4
Generally
untrue

5
Def initely
untrue

He exaggerated my capabilities so much that the students could not
help but be disappointed in me.

2

3

4

5

I was invited to attend school social functions.

j

3

4

5

4

— 5'“

I was invited to attend staff meetings.

j

3

I was invited to participate in the school lunch program with the
other teachers.

2

3

4

5

I received helpful guidance with the operation of projecting and
duplicating equipment.

2

3

4

5

My cooperating teacher found a place in the school where I could
prepare for my classes during my free time.

2

3

4

5

I seemed unable to find out what the cooperating teacher really
wanted me to do with the class.

2

3

4

5
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SECTION II

OBSERVATION

The statements in this section are believed to deal with Observa
tion by the student teacher of teaching and related activities as per
formed by the cooperating teacher.
16.

When my cooperating teacher left temporarily while teaching class,
activity continued much as though he were present.

1
Definitely
true
17.

1
18.

1
19.

1
20.

1
21.

1
22.

1

2
Generally
true

3
Neutral

4
Generally
untrue

5
Definitely
untrue

The students seemed to prefer to do things for him which he desired
that they do.

2

3

4

5

The students in the classes I watched seemed to know what to do most
of the time.

2

3

4

5

Skilled performers in his classes did not seem to be resented by
those less talented.

2

3

4

5

Troublemakers had to perform disagreeable activities for the enter
tainment of the class.

2

3

4

5

His efforts toward individualized instruction were permeated with
sarcasm.

2

3

4

5

He seemed to have given up on the slow learners.

2

3

4

5
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23.

His classes were pupil centered, but for only the same four or five
pupils each day.

1
Definitely
true
24.

1
25.

1
26.

1
27.

1
28.

1
29.

1
30.

1
31.

1

2
Generally
true

3
Neutral

4
Generally
untrue

5
Definitely
untrue

He seldom called the students in his classes by their first names.

2

3

4

5

The students seemed eager to hear whatever he wanted to tell them.

2

3

4

5

The whole class was punished frequently if an individual offender
was unknown.

2 .

3

4

5

4

5

4

5

4

5

I believe the students are afraid of him.

2

3

Poor performers were the goats of his classes

2

3

The students seemed unable to figure him out.

2

3

The leaders he designated seemed unable to keep the groups under
control.

2

3

4

5

I hope that I accomplish as much with my classes as he did.

2

3

4

5
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SECTION III.

TEACHING AND RELATED ACTIVITIES

The statements in this section are believed to deal with Teaching experi
ences and related activities performed by the student teacher under the
observation of the cooperating teacher.
32.

He backed me one hundred per cent in my relations with students.

1
Def initely
true
33.

1

2
Generally
true

3
Neutral

4
Generally
untrue

5
Generally
untrue

He might take over the class unexpectedly on a day when I had under
stood I was to be prepared to teach.

2

3

4

5

34.

I had no chance to learn whether I could handle the class alone or
not.

35.

He seemed unable to note significant aspects of my teaching while
observing my work with the class.

1
36.

1
37.

1
38.

1
39.

1

2

3

4

5

I was given the opportunity to experience the testing and grading of
the students in my classes.

2

3

4

5

He might switch activities on me on the spur of the moment for no
apparent reason.

2

3

4

5

He could not help me much because he seldom watched what I did.

2

3

4

5

I felt that the poorest in me came out while working under him.
2

3

4

5
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40.

I was allowed regular staff privileges for use of school facilities
and equipment when they were not otherwise in use.

2
Generally
true

1
Def initely
true

3
Neutral

4
Generally
untrue

5
Definitely
untrue

I was invited to make special trips with the extra curricular group
I worked with.

41.

2

1
42.

3

4

5

I was invited to special events honoring the outstanding students of
the school.

1

2

43.

3

4

5

I was expected to solve class problems I had inherited from him.

1

-

44.

2

3

4

5

I could not feel that he really wanted to see me improve in teaching
ability.

1

2

45.

3

4

5

He seemed to resent prestige I was able to build up in the class.

2

1
46.

3

4

5

I felt that I was given too much teaching responsibility too early
in my student teaching experience.

1

2

47.

3

4

5

I doubt that he checked my plans before I used them in teaching.

1
48.

2

3

4

5

He seemed to resent good results I was able to get with some of his
problem students.

1

2

3

4

5
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49.

Planning was meaningless at times because the program was subject to
change without notice.

1
Definitely
true
50.

2

2

2

2

5

3

4

5

3

4

5

3

4

5

I felt that he enjoyed seeing me get in trouble with the class.

1
55.

4

3

He seemed to take pride in the students' achievements under my
direction.

1
54.

5
Definitely
untrue

He let me take over the class as soon as we agreed that I was ready.

1
53.

4
Generally
untrue

He seemed unwilling to let me try different ways of doing things.

1
52.

3
Neutral

He covered up for certain students to delude me.

1
51.

2
Generally
true

2

3

4

5

I never felt that it was my class to teach as long as he remained at
the teaching station.

1

2

3
SECTION IV.

4

5

CONFERENCES

The statements in this section are believed to deal with the Con
ference situation involving the student teacher and the cooperating teacher.
56.

I had the feeling that we shared in the work of making plans.

1
Definitely
true

2
Generally
true

3
Neutral

4
Generally
untrue

5
Definitely
untrue
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57.

Even when I knew I had done poorly, he could invariably find some
thing encouraging to say.

1
Definitely
true
58.

1
59.

1
60.

1
61.

1
62.

1
63.

1
64.

1
65.

1

N

2
Generally
true

3
Neutral

4
Generally
untrue

5
Definitely
untrue

Frankly, I just did not feel comfortable in his presence.

2

3

4

5

I felt that I could talk to him about things whether they pertained
to school or not.

2

3

4

5

He. seemed to feel that letting students help with the planning is a
sign of weakness.

2

3

4

5

I had the feeling that we respected each other a lot.

2

3

4

5

Really, it seemed to me that he did not care very much about talk
ing over my problems with me.

2

3

4

5

It was easy to ask him why he did things in certain ways.

2

3

4

5

I appreciated having a chance to explain what I had tried to do.

2

3

4

5

He helped me improve my ability to analyze student performance.

2

3

4

5
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66.

I hope that I can be as receptive to new ideas in my own classes as
he was.

1
Definitely
true
67.

1
68.

1
69.

_
70.

I
71.

I
72.

I
73.

__
74.

1

2
Generally
true

3
Neutral

4
Generally
untrue

5
Definitely
untrue

I got so I felt that he could no longer tell me anything construetive.

2

3

4

5

He talks one way, but teaches in a different way.

2

3

4

5

I had the feeling that here was one person who knew what he was
doing.

j

3

4

5

He helped me improve my ability to demonstrate the necessary skills
for my classes.

2

3

~~4

5

Talking it over only seemed to mean more negative comments from him.

T ~

3

~~4

5

He did not seem to mind admitting his own mistakes.

2

3

4

“ 1

He was friendly, but did not push himself on me.

2

3

“ 4

“ 5

His criticism and suggestions seldom seemed to be in terms of pupil
obj ectives.

2

3

4

5
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75.

There was no use in our discussing my Xv’ork unless I was willing to
do things his way.

1
Definitely
true

2
Generally
true

3
Neutral

SECTION V.

A
Generally
untrue

5
Definitely
untrue

EVALUATION

The statements in this section are believed to deal with the
Evaluation of the work of the student teacher by the cooperating teacher.
Essentially, these are expressed reactions of student teachers to evalua
tive efforts of their cooperating teachers.
76.

He willingly gave me credit for any good ideas I may have had.

1
Definitely
true
77.

1
78.

1
79.

1
80.

1
81.

1

2
Generally
true

3
Neutral

A
Generally
untrue

5
Definitely
untrue

I found out what he thought was wrong, but got constructive suggestions for improvement.

2

3

A

5

A

5

It was easy to accept criticism from him.

2

3

I felt that I was reprimanded for not respecting poor teaching.

2

3

A

5

He led me to believe that I would be unable to use his methods suc
cessfully.

2

3

A

5

When he told me things I had done were poor, he gave me reasons why
he considered them poor.

2

3

A

5
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82.

He seemed unable to face me and tell me what he thought was wrong.

2
Generally
true

1
Def initely
true
83.

2

3

_

2

_

_

3

2

_

__
90.

1

5

—

—

5

3

4

5

3

4

5

I tried to find out how I was doing, but was unable to get anything
definite out of him.

1
89.

4

He could usually find something commendable in what I had done.

_____
88.

3

Unless I punished some student during the class, he seemed to think
T was losing control.

1
87.

5

I was unable to find out how I stood with him.

_

86.

4

He avoided criticizing my work in the presence of the students.

_
85.

5
Definitely
untrue

I felt that he let me try new things mostly to have a basis for
criticism.

1
84.

4
Generally
untrue

3
Neutral

2

3

4

5

I lost confidence in my ability to become a successful teacher
after my student teaching experience under him.

3

__

~

4

“

5

From the kind of criticism he gave, I seemed unable to learn to
evaluate my own teaching objectively.

2

3

4

5
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91.

He seemed to consider me a time saver for him.

1
Definitely
true
92.

1
93.

1
94.

1
95.

1

2
Generally
true

3
Neutral

4
Generally
untrue

5
Definitely
untrue

He did not broadcast my shortcomings to other staff members.

2

3

4

5

He made no oral or written comments concerning my written plans.

2

3

4

5

He gave me his frank opinion as to the kind of teaching position he
thought I was best suited for.

2

3

4

5

His evaluations were meaningless because the standards upon which
they seemed to be based were in conflict with what I had been
taught to believe.

2

3

4

5

APPENDIX D
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Fellow Educator:
I would appreciate your assistance in evaluating the performance of
cooperating teachers in the student teaching experience. I have
enclosed a questionnaire which has several statements relating to
your student teaching experience. Please respond to each of these
statements in a manner which best reflects your experience with your
cooperating teacher. Do not put the name of your cooperating teacher
on the questionnaire.
I am not attempting to evaluate each cooperat
ing teacher, but rather attempting to discover patterns or conditions
which presently exist in the schools.
Please follow the directions provided in the questionnaire as best
you can. There is also a general information form which is to be
filled in completely. This form is self explanatory and will be
used only for classifying purposes. All student teachers will be
asked to complete this questionnaire. The resuits of this study
should help to plan and design future student teaching opportu
nities at the University of North Dakota.
If some of the questions do not reflect your situation, please
respond using your best judgment or indicate why they do not. If
you were involved in a team teaching situation, please evaluate
one teacher only.
Your cooperation and assistance is very much appreciated.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

Don Eshelby

Ends.
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N ame__________________________
Background of Student Teacher
Age:

(Circle One)

Sex:

Male________ _

Level of Teaching:

20

21

22

23

24

25

26-30

31-35

Over 35

Female__________

Elementary__________

Any previous teaching experience:
Sex of Cooperating Teacher:

Male_

Secondary__________

Yes______

No______

Female

Had Team Teachers

Type of student teaching plan:
Elementary

Secondary

8 weeks - full days______

Full day 1st Block_

1/2 day full semester_

Full day 2nd Block_

Other (please indicate)

1/2 day full semester
mornings_____
afternoons
Other (please indicate)

Major area of concentration (secondary education students)
Art
_Business Education

Music
Physical Education

English

Science

Distributive Education

Social Science

Foreign Languages
_Home Economics
_Industrial Technology

_Mathematics
_Speech
Other

Overall feeling about your Student Teaching experience
SATISFACTORY

(Can check more
than one)

TOO SHORT, not enough time in the
classroom

ADEQUATE
UNSATISFACTORY
Suggested changes (If any)

_T00 LONG, unnecessary waste of time
spent in the classroom
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Respond to each statement by blacking out the space which represents your
rating of your Cooperating Teacher, based on the following scale:
Definitely
True
(1)

Number 1

Generally
True
(2)

2

Rating
3 4

5

Neutral
(3)

Number 1 2

Generally
Untrue
(4)

Rating
4
3

Definitely
Untrue
(5)

5 Number 1

2

Rating
3
4

5

23

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

45

( ) ( ) 1
:)

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

24

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

46

( ) ( ) i
t ) ( ) ( )

3

( ) I
( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

25

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

47

( ) ( ) i
C ) ( ) c )

4

( ) C ) ( ) ( )
c ) '

26

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

48

( ) ( ) i
( ) ( ) ( )

5

( ) I
( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

27

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

49

( ) ( ) i
( > c ) ( )

6

( ) <
( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

28

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

50

( ) ( ) '
()

7

( ) '
()

( ) ( ) ( )

29

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

51

( ) ( ) '
( ) ( ) ( )

8

( ) 1r ) ( ) ( ) ( )

30

( > (

( 'i ( 'i ( 'i

52

( ) ( ) ir > r ) ( )

9

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

31

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

53

( ) ( ) ()

10

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

32

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

54

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

11

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

33

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

55

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

12

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

34

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

56

( ) ( ) ()

13

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

35

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

57

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

14

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

36

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

58

( ) ( ) ()

( ) ( )

15

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

37

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

59

( ) ( ) ()

( ) ( )

16

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

38

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

60

()

17

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

39

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

61

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

18

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

40

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

62

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

19

( ) ( ) ( ) (

1

( ) I
( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

2

20
21
22

1

)() 41
()()()()() 42
c)()c)()() 43
c)()()()() 44

)

()()()()() 63
()()()()() 64
()()()()() 65
()()()()() 66

( ) ( )

( ) ( )

( ) ( )

( > ( )

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

()()() ()()
()()()(>()
()()() ()()
()()(>()()
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Number 1

2

Rating
3
4

5 Number 1

2

Rating
3
4

5 Number 1

2

Rating
3
4

67

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

72

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

77

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

68

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

73

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

78

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

69

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

74

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

79

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

70

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

75

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

80

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

71

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

76

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
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THE STUDENT TEACHER EVALUATES THE PERFORMANCE
OF HIS COOPERATING TEACHER
Instructions - Read Carefully

This instrument contains statements which can be used to describe
the performance of the cooperating teacher.
Please check in the appropriate position on each scale your eval
uation of the performance of your cooperating teacher regarding the state
ment involved.
Such a scale looks like this:
Definitely
True
(1)

Generally
True
(2)

Neutral
(3)

Generally
Untrue
(A)

Definitely
Untrue
(5)

If the statement describes the performance of your cooperating
teacher especially well, check 1^ "Definitely True."
If the statement describes the performance of your cooperating
teacher on the whole or most of the time, check 2_ "Generally True."
If the statement does not describe the performance of your
cooperating teacher in any true or false sense, check 3_ "Neutral."
If the statement does not describe the performance of your
cooperating teacher, if it is untrue on the whole or most of the time,
check 4_ "Generally Untrue."
If the statement describes performance which is the exact
opposite of that of your cooperating teacher, check 5^ "Definitely
Untrue."

Place your rating for each statement in the appropriate place
on the enclosed Response Sheet.
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DESCRIPTIVE STATEMENTS OF THE PERFORMANCE OF THE
COOPERATING TEACHER
SECTION I.

ORIENTATION

The statements in this section are believed to concern Orienta
tion to student teaching. Orientation involves the introduction of the
student teacher to his role in the school program by the cooperating
teacher and may take place at any time during the student teaching
experience.
Respond to the following statements according to this rating
scale:
Definitely
True
(1)

Generally
True
(2)

Neutral
(3)

Generally
Untrue
(4)

Definitely
Untrue
(5)

1.

Teachers and pupils whom I met in the school expected and welcomed me.

2.

My cooperating teacher took time to guide me through the building.

3.

I found out early what facilities and equipment were available for my
teaching.

4.

I learned the necessary details of my student teaching assignment very
early in my student teaching tenure.

5.

My cooperating teacher supplied me with class rosters before the
classes met.

6.

He developed a remarkably fine attitude in his classes toward student
teachers.

7.

I was not made to appear different from other teachers in the school.

8.

My cooperating teacher arranged for me. to visit classes in which I
was interested during my free periods.

9.

Iwas

invited to attend school social functions.

10.

Iwas

invited to attend staff meetings.

11.

Iwas invited to participate in the school lunch program with the
other teachers.

12.

I received helpful guidance with the operation of projecting and
duplicating equipment.

13.

My cooperating teacher found a place in the school where I could
prepare for my classes during my free time.
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14.

I seemed unable to find out what the cooperating teacher really
wanted me to do with the class.

SECTION II

OBSERVATION

The statements in this section are believed to deal with Obser
vation by the student teacher of teaching and related activities as
performed by the cooperating teacher.
Definitely
True
(1)

Generally
True
(2)

Neutral
(3)

Generally
Untrue
(4)

Definitely
Untrue
(5)

15.

When my cooperating teacher left temporarily while teaching class,
activity continued much as though he were present.

16.

The students seemed to prefer to do things for him which he desired
that they do.

17.

The students in the classes I watched seemed to know what to do
most of the time.

18.

Skilled performers in his classes did not seem to be resented by
those less talented.

19.

He seemed to have given up on the slow learners.

20.

His' classes were pupil centered, but for only the same four or five
pupils each day.

21.

He seldom called the students in his classes by their first names.

22.

The students seemed eager to hear whatever he wanted to tell them.

23.

The whole class was punished frequently if an individual offender
was unknown.

24.

I believe the students were afraid of him.

25.

The students seemed unable to figure him out.

26.

I hope that I accomplish as much with my classes as he did.
SECTION III

TEACHING AND RELATED ACTIVITIES

The statements in this section are believed to deal with Teaching
experiences and related activities performed by the student teacher under
the observation of the cooperating teacher.
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Definitely
True
(1)

Generally
True

Neutral

( 2)

(3)

Generally
Untrue
(4)

Definitely
Untrue
(5)

27.

He backed me one hundred per cent in my relations x^ith students.

28.

He might take over the class unexpectedly on a day when I had under
stood I x-ras to be prepared to teach.

29.

I had no chance to learn whether I could handle the class alone or
not.

30.

He seemed unable to note significant aspects of my teaching x^hile
observing my work with the class.

31.

I was given the opportunity to experience the testing and grading of
the students in my classes.

32.

He might switch activities on me on the spur of the moment for no
apparent reason.

33.

He could not help me much because he seldom watched Xtfhat I did.

34.

I felt that the poorest in me came out while working under him.

35.

I was allowed regular staff privileges for use of school facilities
and equipment when they xtfere not otherwise in use.

36.

I was invited to make special trips Xtfith the extra curricular groups
with which I had worked.

37.

I xtfas invited to special events honoring the outstanding students of
the school.

38.

I was expected to solve class problems I had inherited from him.

39.

I felt I Xtfas given too much teaching responsibility too early in
my student teaching experience.

40.

I doubt that he checked my plans before I used them in teaching.

41.

He seemed to resent good results I was able to get xvith some of
his problem students.

42.

Planning x^as meaningless at times because the program was subject
to change without notice.

43.

He seemed unwilling to let me try different x^ays of doing things.

44.

He let me take over the class as soon as we agreed that I was ready.

45.

He seemed to take pride in the students' achievements under my
direction.
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46.

I never felt that it was my class to teach as long as he remained
at the teaching station.

SECTION IV

CONFERENCES

The statements in this section are believed to deal with the
Conference situation involving the student teacher and the cooperating
teacher.
Definitely
True
(1)

Generally
True
(2)

Neutral
(3)

Generally
Untrue
(4)

Definitely
Untrue
(5)

47.

I had the feeling that we shared in the work of making plans.

48.

Even when I knew I had done poorly, he could invariably find some
thing encouraging to say.

49.

Frankly, I just did not feel comfortable in his presence.

50.

I felt that I could talk to him about things whether they pertained
to school or not.

51.

He seemed to feel that letting students help with the planning x^as
s.
of v<;2.slcnoos.

52.

I had the feeling that we respected each other a lot.

53.

Really, it seemed to me that he did not care very much about talking
over my problems with me.

54.

It was easy to ask him why he did things in certain ways.

55.

I appreciated having a chance to explain what I had tried to do.

56.

He helped me improve my ability to analyze student performance.

57.

I hope that I can be as receptive to nextf ideas in my oxm classes
as he was.

58.

He talks one way, but teaches in a different way.

59.

He helped me improve my ability to demonstrate the necessary skills
for my classes.

60.

Talking it over only seemed to mean more negative comments from him.

61.

He did not seem to mind admitting his own mistakes.

62.

He was friendly, but did not push himself on me.

Ill
63.

His criticism and suggestions seldom seemed to be in terms of pupil
objectives.

64.

There was no use in our discussing my work unless I was willing to
do things his way.

SECTION V

EVALUATION

The statements in this section are believed to deal with the
Evaluation of the work of the student teacher by the cooperating teacher.
Essentially, these are expressed reactions of student teacher to evalua
tive efforts of their cooperating teachers.
Definitely
True
(1)

Generally
True
(2)

Neutral
(3)

Generally
Untrue
(4)

Definitely
Untrue
(5)

65.

He willingly gave me credit for any good ideas I may have had.

66.

I found out what he thought was wrong, but got constructive sugges
tions for improvement.

67.

It was easy to accept criticism from him.

bfc>.

When he told me things I had done were poor, he gave me reasons why
he considered them poor.

69.

He seemed unable to face me and tell me what he thought was wrong.

70.

He avoided criticizing my work in the presence of the students.

71.

I was unable to find out how I stood with him.

72.

He could usually find something commendable in what I had done.

73.

I tried to find out how I was doing, but was unable to get anything
definite out of him.

74.

I lost confidence in my ability to become a successful teacher after
my student teaching experience under him.

75.

From the kind of criticism he gave, I seemed unable to learn to
evaluate my own teaching objectively.

76.

He seemed to consider me a time-saver for him.

77.

He did not broadcast my shortcomings to other staff members.

78.

He made no oral or written comments concerning my written plans.
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79.

He gave me his frank opinion as to the kind of teaching position
for which he thought I was best suited.

80.

His evaluations were meaningless because the standards upon which
they seemed to be based were in conflict with what I had been
taught to believe.
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